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| ' 
| Current Topics. 
| Parliament and South Africa, 
HoWEVER MUCH lawyers may doubt the constitutional 

| propriety of proclaiming martial law in order to suppress a 
| general strike, there can be no doubt that the House of Commons 
‘has acted quite rightly in refusing to censure or interfere with 

the action of the Union Parliament. Self-government would 
| become a sham, and not a reality, if the Imperial Government 
}were to express public dissent from every action of a self- 
| governing colony which infringed British precedents of con- 
| stitutional procedure. For the same reason the Colonial Secretary 
| will no doubt consider it inadvisable to refuse the Royal Assent 
|to the South Atrican Bill of Indemnity if and when it is 
| presented for that assent. At the same time, there are two 

provisions in that Bill which require consideration, One is the 
|ubsence of any provision for compensating persons whose deten- 
‘tion his proved unnecessary; the other is the clause which 
‘inflicts on the deported leaders a sentence of perpetual banish- 
iment from South Africa. Such a clause is not a normal or 
| proper provisior in an Indemnity Bill; there is nothing revros- 
| pective about it; it is in reality a Bill of Attainder for the 
| legislative punishment by extra-judicial meaus of untried political 
‘offenders. To incorporate a Bill of Attainder in a Bill of 
| Indemnity is obviously improper as well as unprecedented, and 
‘the Colonial Secretary miygnt reasonably ask that the two 
| matters should be separately presented to him. 
| 


|Health Certificates for Judges. 

A NOVEL suggestion has just been made by the Comptroller- 
General in his official report on public pensions. He points 
out that one county court judge within a short time of 
his appointment had to retire on grounds of health, and 
received a pension of £500 per annum. The burden on 
the Exchequer is not large, but obviously it would not 
have been incurred at all had the health of the judge 
in question been inquire1 into before appointment. Now, in 
the permanent Civil Service, and, indeed, in all public offices 
where a superannuation scheme exists, no person is received into 
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the service, except for very special reasons, until he has under- 

ne medical examination and received a “ health certificate.” 
f judges are to receive pensions, the Comptroller-General suggests, 
a Salle system of “health certificates” should be required in 
their case. It is difficult to see any logical answer to this con- 
tention, but we can see practical difficulties in the way, and it is 
obviously not so necessary in the case of the judicial bench, 
where men receive appointments late in life, as it is in the Civil 
Service, which they enter in early youth. 


The Technicalities of a Penal Action. 

WE HOPE to deal more fully at an early date with the great 
number of interesting technical points which have cropped up in 
the three actions against Sir StruarT SAMUEL by common in- 
formers, the last of which has now been disposed of. Two failed 
by reason of technicalities, and the third would have failed for 
the same reason had not Mr. Justice RowLatr allowed amend- 
ment at the last moment. On two points the latter learned 
judge seems to have adopted a slightly different judicial attitude 
from that of Mr. Justice SCRUTTON, who heard the earlier actions. 
The latter judge evidently felt, although he did not say so, that 
a common informer is what some judge or jurist unknown has 
described as “ an animal ferae naturae”—a wild beast which is to 
be treated as the common enemy of all civilization and receives 
no grace. So, when Mr. Forpes pleaded the wrong penal 
statute, he was refused leave to amend, although no prejudice to 
the other side could possibly be suggested. It is true, of course, 
that subsequent common informers who had commenced pro- 
ceedings would have been prejudiced, since the first successful 
informer takes the whole penalty recoverable by bis penal action, 
but it is not easy ta see why that should be a reason for refusing 
leave to amend. Now, in Mr. Birp’s action the difficulty arose 
that he had pleaded erroneously the date on which Sir STUART 
SAMUEL was elected to Parliament, but here Mr. Justice RowLatr 
promptly allowed amendment, and so enabled the plaintiff to 
recover the large sum of £13,000. A penal action is a means 
provided by the Legislature for restraining improper public con- 
duct, he held, and therefore the common informer is performing 
a public service, and is quite so meritorivus a plaintiff as any 
other. It follows that in every case where an ordinary plaintiff 
should be given leave to amend be ought to receive it. 


Thre Binding Effect of a Privy Council Decision. 
THE OTHER point on which a difference of opinion appeared 
between Mr. Justice ScruTTON and Mr. Justice RowLatr 
concerned the authority as a precedent of the Judicial Committee’s 
_ decision, in the reference to it, of L’e Samuel (1913, A. C. 514). 
That decision, upon the meaning of the statutes, 22 Geo. 3, ¢. 
45, and 41 Geo. 3, c. 52, which relate to the disqualification of 
Members of Parliament when interested in Government Contracts, 
was given by the Judicial Committee as the advisory body called 
to assist the Crown under the provisions of 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 41,s. 4 
Now, in Forbes v. Sumuel (1913, 3 K. B. 736, at p. 732), Mr. Justice 
ScRUTTON refused to consider the findings of the Privy Council 
in those circumstances as in any way whatever legally binding 
uponhim. “A jadge of the King’s Bench Division,” he said, “1s 
not technically bound by this decision, though of course he will 
consider it with the greatest respect.” He, therefore, gave 
independent consideration to the points decided by the Judicial 
Committee, but since he substantially agreed with that body on 
all the points taken before them, he did not think it necessary to 
deliver a separate judgment on such points, but referred for his 
reasons to the Judicial Committee’s report on the reference. 
As a matter of fact,so many new questions arose in the penal 
action that any other course would have swelled Mr. Justice 
Scruton’s judgment into a volume of itself. But Mr. Justice 
Row att, in Bird v. Samuel (Times, February 17th) refused to 
follow his learned brother in this limited view of the Judicial 
Committee’s authority. ‘‘The Committee” he said, ‘ was con- 
stituted by statute to hear and decide points of lawin England, 
and he would follow its judgment as binding on him.” This 
latter view seems to us the correct view. The Judicial Com- 
mittee, acting on reference from the Crown, may decide points 
of law cither arising out of matters over which English courts 





have cognizance or over matters within the jurisdiction of 
Colonial courts. In the latter case, as in the case of Colonial 
appeals, their decisions are not binding on any English court— 
although in practice invariably followed. But when the Com- 
mittee reports on a purely English matter, its decision would 
seem to be binding on all English courts; otherwise, the 
Legislature would have taken a futile step in declaring that the 
Crown was to be at liberty to take its opinion on such matters. 


Libels Aspersing the Character of Deceased 
Persons. 

NEARLY THIRTY years have elapsed since Lord COLERIDGE, 
L.C.J., in giving the considered judgment of the Queen’s B: nch 
Division in Reg v. Labouchere (12 Q. B. D. 320), made the follow- 
ing statement of the law: ‘There is no instance of an action 
for libel by the representative of a deceased person ; it must be, 
I think, some very unusual publication to justify an indictment 
or information for aspersing the character of the dead. If such 
a case should ever arise it must stand upon its own foot.” We 
are not aware of any material addition to this statement of law. 
In a case just determined by the First Chamber of the Tribunal 
of the Seine, Madame LAUTH, a granddaughter of the eminent 
novelists Madame DupEVANT (better known as ‘“ GEORGES® 
SAND”) brought an action against the manager of one of the 
Paris theatres for a libel reflecting on the moral character of 
Madame DUDEVANT and her relations witha the poet ALFRED DE 
Musset. This libel was contained in a play called “Enfant du 
Siécle,” of which there had been about a dozen representations, 
the lady and the poet being described as “GEORGE” and 
‘* ALFRED” respectively. Madame LAuTH had passed part of 
her childhood in the society of her grandmother of whom she 
had an affectionate remembrance. For the defence it was con- 
tended that proceedings in respect of the defamation of deceased 
persons could only be maintained where it has been made the 
vehicle of an attack upon their descendants, and that there was 
no suggestion of any such attack in the present case. But the 
court refused to accept this view of the case, saying that it was 
an abuse of the rights of a dramatic author to give a representa- 
tion of the private life of a well-known individual described by 
her real name, and without any attempt to obtain the authority 
of her descendants. The libel was aggravated by the fact that 
the writer had crowded the events of some years in a piece, the 
representation of which occupied only a few hours. There was 
a decree for 5,000 francs as damages, and an injunction against 
any further representation of the play under the penalty of 
1,000 francs for each representation. Englishmen may con- 
giatulate themselves on the tact that it is quite inconceivable 
that any attempt should be made in this country to represent on 
the stage scenes in the private life of an author who lived during 
a large part of the reign of Queen Victoria. And in any case it 
cannot be assumed that the persons aggrieved by any such 
representation would be without legal remedy. 


Earnings from Law, 

MANY OF THE law students in this country would read with 
interest any suggestion from competent advisers as to where and 
how they should begin practice, and would naturally expect that 
some inquiries would be necessary to enable these suggestions 
to be made. But we can hardly think that they would look with 
much favour upon a list of questions sent out in 1912 by the 
Secretary of Harvard law School to all graduates of the preceding 
ten years. The more important of the questions asked were the 
following : What (as nearly as you can estimate it) have been 
your net earnings from law each year since graduation? (2) Have 
you any snggestions to offer to students about to graduate that 
might be helpful to them in deciding where to locate and under 
what conditions to begin practice? We are informed that the 
inquiry was not so successful as was anticipated, owing to the small 
proportion of answers received, and we can quite appreciate the 
opinion that one of the causes responsible for the fact was thenatural 
reluctance, even though there were assurances that replies would be 
regarded as confidential, to answer questions of so personal a 
nature. A large proportion of the barristers who were called to 
the English bar in the year 1904 would probably give a concise 
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account of their professional earnings since the date of their call, 
and some of them would even volunteer a statement on the 
subject. But we feel sure that the large majority would strongly 
object to interrogatories, and would regard them with no greater 
favour than those administered by an income tax official. Nor 
do we think that the seeond question would be more acceptable. 
Those who have not prospered in the profession would bardly be 
competent to deal with it, and, with regard to those who have 
succeeded, some would much prefer to decline the task of advising 
those in whom they have no particular interest, and would take 
refuge in generalities. On the whole, we think there is little 
prospect of the American inquiry being extended to this 
country. 


A Problem in Workmen’s Compensation. 


THE Court of Appeal had before it in Parker v. ss. Black 
Rock (ante, p. 251), a problem in the law of workmen’s compen- 
sation which led to a division of opinion in its members. A 
sailor, engaged under Articles which contained this condition, 
“Crew to provide their own provisions,” went ashore one after- 
noon to buy food, and after doing so was missed: next day his 
dead body was found on the beach near the pier. In _ these 
circumstances, the majority of the court affirmed the finding of 
the county court judge that he had not died as the result of an 
accident arising “out of” and “in the course of his employ- 
ment”; the remaining member, Sir SAMUEL Evans, took a 
different view. Now there is no lack of decided cases upon the 
position of a sailor who is drowned while on shore in a temporary 
interval during the period of his employment. If he goes ashore 
on the ship’s business and is drowned while returning, then the 
accident is clearly within the “course of his employment” : 
Jackson v. General Steam Fishing Co. (Limited) (1909, A. C. 523). 
On the other hand, if he absents himself without leave, he tem- 
porarily puts an end to his employment by such misconduct, and 
it does not commence again, so as to entitle him to the statutory 
protection in case of accident, until he has completely returned to 
and resumed it (per FLETCHER MOULTON, L.J., in Kitchenham v. 
Steamship Johannesburg (1911, 1 K. B. 523). But, of course, there is 
an intermediate case, where the seaman goes on shore with leave, 
and therefore without terminating his employment, but for his 
own objects, not those of his employer. In this case a distinc- 
tion is drawn between two kinds of risks he may suffer from on 
shore, generally known as “shore risks” and “ship risks.” If 
during absence on shore he suffers from one of the former, then 
the accident is not attributed to the employment; but if from 
one of the latter—e.g., crossing a gangway or using a boat to 
return—then it is attributed thereto and he is entitled to com- 
pensation : Kitchenham v. Steamship Johannesburg (supra). The onus 
of proof, however, is on the sailor to show that the accident was 
in fact due to a “ ship risk,” #.¢., a risk necessarily incidental to 
leaving or returning to his ship. Now it is clear that in the 
case on which we are commenting the seaman, since he was 
found dead on the beach, did not discharge this onus of proof ; 
and hence, if he was absent on shore for his own purposes, his 
dependants could not recover. But it is arguable that he was 
on shore, not for his own purposes, but for his employers’ 
purposes, namely, to fulfil his own obligation under the articles 
by providing himself with food: see Jackson v. General Steam 
Fishing Co. (supra). In that case, and this view commended itself 
to the dissenting judge, the course of his employment covers 
shore risks as well. 


The Province of Juries in Money-lenders’ Actions. 


BoTH JUDGES and practitioners have long been divided among 
themselves as to the respective functions of judge and jury in 
deciding whether interest is “excessive,” or a transaction “ harsh 
and unconscionable,” so as to entitle the borrower to have a 
contract of loan reopened under the Money-lenders Act, 1900. 
Mr. Justice BUCKNILL left both points to the jury in Burton vy. 
Companies’ Registration Agency (23 T. L. R. 151), and Mr. Justice 
Riv.ey followed this ruling in Samuel v. Pazolt (23 T. L. R. 622). 
The first-named case went to the Court of Appeal upon other 
points, but that court said nothing at all upon this important 
question of procedure. But in Abrahams v. Dimmock (Times, 





23rd ult.) the Divisional Court has disapproved of the rulings in 
the former cases, and has held that both points are matters 
for the judge, not ‘for a jury. Curiously enough, one of the two 
judges composing the Divisional Court was Mr. Justice RIDLEY, 
who delivered a careful judgment, giving reasons for reversing his 
previous decision ; like that of Mr. Justice BUCKNILL, it was a 
mere nisi prius decision, and therefore not a binding precedent. 
The point turns on the construction of section 1 (1) in the 
Money-lenders Act, which so far as material is in the following 
terms :— 

“Where proceedings are taken in any court by a money-lender 
for the recovery of any money lent . . . and there is 
evidence which satisfies the court that the interest charged in 
respect of the sum actually lent is excessive, or that the amounts 
charged for expenses . . . . are excessive, and that, in 
either case, the transaction isharshand unconscionable . . . . 
the court may reopen the transaction and relieve 
any person sued from payment of any sum in excess of the 
sum adjudged by the court to be fairly due ... . as the 
court, having regard to the risk and all the circumstances, may 
adjudge to be reasonable.” 

It will be seen that it is the court which is charged with the 
duty of deciding questions asto “ excessive interest,” ‘“ excessive 
expenses,” and “ unconscionableness ” ; it is also the court which 
is to reopen the transaction and give relief of an equitable 
nature. In the latter case the court must mean the judge alone, 
and consequently in the earlier part of the sub-section it ought 
not to be given a different meaning. 


A New Set of Reports. 


WE NOTICE that a syndicate of law publishers has been 
formed with the object of issuing a revised series of reports 
covering the period from 1866 to the present date. The 
former date, of course, is that on which the Law Reports, pub- 
lished by the Council of Law Reporting, first came into existence. 
Prior to that date no official or authorized series of reports 
existed ; but since then, although every series of reports whose 
accuracy is vouched for by the signature of a barrister can be 
quoted in court, the Law Reports have enjoyed the great advan- 
tage of being revised in proof by the judge who heard each case, 
and so have acquired a quasi-official prestige. But often other 
series contain cases which for some reason are not noted at all 
in the Law Reports, and sometimes a fuller and better report on 
some incidental point arising in a case is to be found in one of 
the rival series. The result is that really busy practitioners at 
the bar find it necessary to possess in chambers all the various 
series—which involves a very considerable expenditure. The 
reports prior to 1866 are now all collected and arranged in the 
series known as the English Reports, but reasons of copyright 
have hitherto prevented any attempt to treat the period since 
1866 in the same way. The syndicate, however, has now 
devised a plan for the continuation of the English Reports after 
1866 in a novel form, the precise nature of which we have not 
quite grasped. A new set of reports is to be issued called the 
“English Reports Annotated, 1866-19f4,” and according to the 
syndicates’ circular : ‘‘ By means of this series the case law of the 
period covered-will be passed under review.” We do not quite 
gather whether this means that the new set of reports is to 
combine features selected from each of the various series, or is 
to reprint one of them with references to the others and the 
addition of important passages selected from its rivals. No 
doubt the syndicate will explain its position more clearly in 
subsequent circulars. 


Searches in the Middlesex Registry. 

WE PRINT elsewhere a draft Fee Order regulating the fees for 
official searches in the Middlesex Deeds Registry, It is the result 
of the experience of the new system of searches which was intro- 
duced a year ago, and operates in two ways. It reduces the fee 
charged jor searches, especially for the lower values. Thus the 
present minimum fee of 5s. is reduced to 3s., covering searches 
for ten years against property up to £3,000, instead of, as now, up 
to £500 only. On the other hand, the order reverts to the system 
of charging a separate fee for each name searched against. Official 
searches are made by persons whose experience gives them svecial 
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qualification for the task, and moreover they afford protection to 
purebasers as well as to solicitors, and trustees. Hence there are 
considerable advantages in making use of them, and we under- 
stand that in practice no difficulty has arisen in regard to the 
time required for the searches. It is, of course, desirable to 
give as long a notice as possible, but in ordinary cases two or 
three days, or less, is sufficient. The applicant is informed of 
the date when the certificate will be ready, and hitherio there 
has been no failure to observe such date. It may be noticed that 
under the system of conveyancing proposed by the Conveyanc- 
ing Bill, the register of equitable and other interests to be kept 
at the Land Registry will be of great importance, both at 
present, and in view of future requirements. Solicitors will 
probably find it convenient to avail themselves of the facilities 
which official searches afford. 





The Birkbeck Bank Liquidation. 


THERE is at least one great advantage in having two successive 
Courts of Appeal—an intermediate and a final court. That 
advantage consists in the greater thoroughness with which every 
case of importance that makes its way to the ultimate tribunal 
has been exemined before a final and irrevocable decision is 
given. Many judicial minds have taken part in its determina- 
tion. Many arguments of counsel, repolished and improved 
each time, have been heard on all the points in issue. The result 
is that nothing of interest is at last overlooked ; that irrelevant 
although tempting minor issues and red herrings drawn across 
the trail have one by one been eliminated ; and that a certain 
simplicity takes the place of the complexity and confusion which 
marks the decision of mo-t difficult cases before the lower courts. 
For this reason there is a clearness about the judgments 
delivered by the House of Lords or the Judicial Committee of 
the Privy Council as a final Court of Appeal which does not 
always appear in the decisions of the latter tribunal when it is 
merely a court of first instance. Anyone who compares the 
decision of the House of Lords in Sinclair v. Brougham (reported 
elsewhere) with that of the Privy Council in the constitutional 
case of Ke Samuel (1913, A. C. 514) will be forcibly struck by 
the enormous superiority of clearness in the former appeal, better 
known as the Birkbeck Liquidation Appeal, compared with the 
latter case, which was not an appeal but an answer of the Judicial 
Committee to a question submitted by the Crown. Indeed, in 
Sinclair v. Brougham, the knotty points raised before Mr. Justice 
NEVILLE and the Court of Appeal are dealt with in a manner at 
once luminous and satisfactory, hardly hoped for by those who 
followed the tangled issues raised be'ow. 

Now the facts in the Birkbeck liquidation are probably still 
familiar in the memories of our readers, so that a brief account 
of them will suffice as a prefix to our comment on the issues of 
law in controversy. The Birkbeck Permanent Benefit Building 
Society, established in 1851 under the Building Societies Act of 
1836, started and developed a banking business without 
possessing any legal powers whatever so to do. But until the 
depreciation of gilt-edged securities due to the last ten years’ 
tightness in the money market compelled the society to go into 
liquidation on June 20th, 1911, no one seems to have suspected 
fora moment the perfectly obvious and unarguable fact that 
such a banking businese was ultra vires of a building society. 
But when a winding-up order was made on the date mentioned 
this plain fact at once emerged and it became necessary for the 
court to decide how it affected the assets and liabilities of the 
society. The assets fell short, although not by a great percentage, 
of the sum necessary to pay in full (1) the ordinary creditors (2) 
the depositors with whose money, of course, the bank’s invest- 
ments had been in the main although not entirely purchased, and 
(3) the shareholders—-who belonged to two classes, A and B, 
the distinction between whom in respect of legal rights is not 
inaterial to the issues that arose. Now the ordinary creditors 
were of course entitled to payment and were in fact paid off 
without objection by anybody. But a question of priority as 
between depositors and shareholders arose. Had the banking 
business been infra vires the depositors would clearly have been 





creditors and their rights would have preceded those of the 
shareholders. But since the banking business was ultra vires the 
shareholders claimed that the moneys borrowed by the bank from 
the depositors were illegally vorrowed and therefore irrecoverable. 
The shareholders, being creditors of the society and not 
principals of the directors who borrowed the money for the 
society, were not responsible for the ulfra vires borrowing and 
therefore not estopped from taking this point. This view, in 
substance, prevailed with Mr. Justice NEVILLE and the majority 
of the Court of Appeal, Lord Justice MOULTON dissenting, but 
—also in substance—has been rejected by the House of Lords, 

Now the proceedings in the liquidation were rather compli- 
cated and the orders of the judges fairly numerous, so to eliminate 
complications we will state briefly the position as it stood finally 
when the appeal came before the House of Lords. Under 
various orders in the courts below this result bad been attained : 
the assets of the society were to be applied in paying off (1) 
costs of winding-up, (2) payment of the outside creditors, (3) 
payment in full to: the B shareholders, (4) payment of the balance 
left over to the depositors in proportion to their sums at credit. 
The A shareholders had made a scheme of arrangement with the 
depositors which had been sanctioned by the court, and so need 
not be further considered. It will be seen, then, that the deposi- 
tors were postponed to the shareholders—a reversal of the usual 
order in winding-up a bank, that reversal being due to the fact 
that the depositors could not claim as legal creditors, the 
borrowing from them being wltra rires‘and void, but merely through 
some vague equity entitling them to the unclaimed balance 
after all capital had been returned. The nature of that vague 
equity underwent endless argumentation at all stages of the case, 
and to this day remains utterly obscure. 

Now the House of Lords, by their decision, altered this order 
in some material respects, and before giving their reasons for doing 
so we will state the substance of their order: (1) costs of wind- 
ing-up, (2) payment of outside creditors, and (3) the scheme of 
arrangement between A shareholders and depositors they left 
uninterfered with. But next, after (1) and (2), they inserted 
another class of claimants, namely such depositors (if any) as 
can in fact shew that money paid in by them to their account 
was not mixed with the general funds of the bank, but put 
into a special investment which can be traced—obviously an all 
but impossible task. Then lastly they placed both B share- 
holders and depositors in one class to be paid off pari passw and 
proportionately to the sums due t> them. In other words the 
court deprived the B shareholders of payment in full, but did 
not restore the depositors to the precedence they would have 
enjoyed had their debts been legal and wltra vires. It treated 
both shareholders and depositors us precisely on the same footing, 
and the reason why this was done is interesting. 

Obviously, when the liquidator of a building society or any 
other company finds in its possession assets which have been 
partly acquired by means of its capiial, and partly by means of 
deposits, he cannot reject altogevher all claim of the depositor. 
He cannot say that because the society borrowed their money 
ultra vires they are to be treated as non-existent while assets 
partly purchased with that money are in his bands. But what 
exactly is the nature, in law or in equity, of the depositors’ claims ? 
That is the problem, a highly technical one, that has to be 
solved before the order in which they are to be paid can be 
determined. 

Now there are several possible claims that can be put up on 
their behalf, at least primd facie. First, there is the simple claim 
in contract, legal or equitable, against the society ; this Lord 
HALDANE in his judgment ingeniously distinguished as the claim 
in personam. It may be argued that the depositors are creditors 
of the society and so entitled to prove for their debt just like 
the outside creditors. Of course, they cannot prove simply as 
lenders of money to the society—for the loan is ultra vires. But 
it was suggested that they might claim as creditors in actions for 
money had and received. The society had got.their money for a 
consideration that had wholly failed owing to the illegality of 
the banking business ; why cannot they sue for its recovery ! 
Two decisions were prayed in aid of this doctrine, that of Vice- 
Chancellor Woop in Re Phenix Assurance Co. (2 J. & H. 441 
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and that of the Irish Court of Appeal in Flood v. Irish Provident 
Assurance Co. (46 I. L. T. 214), where a similar rule 
was applied. But even if those decisions are sound, which the 
House of Lords doubted, they coul:! not apply ; since in those 
eases, which relate to the recovery of premiums by policy- 
holders on wulira vires policies of insurance, the companies 
could enter into contracts of insurance, although not the 
particular ones in dispute. But the Birkbeck Bank could 
not, under its statutory constitution, enter into any contracts 
of a banking nature at all, and therefore could not be made liable 
because the consideration had failed on a cuntract void ab initio. 
Before a consideration can fail, there must be in existence 
a contract of which the consideration is an element; and 
before such a contract can exist the contractor must have con- 
tractual canacity to enter into such a contract; when he has no 
such capacity, neither the contract nor the consideration can exist 
for the purpose of “ failing wholly,” and so supporting an action 


behalf of the depositors, and the House of Lords must have been 
tempted to take it. But it is unsound. For the doctrine to 
which we have referred only applies when there exists conversion, 
either in law or in equity, on the part of the real or fictitious 
agent. And here the element of unlawfulness essential to con- 
version quite fails. 

There still remains the final form of a right in rem to some 
share in these assets, namely, that by means of a resulting trust. 
When the building society took this money from the depositors 
and invested it in assets, what was it doing? It was purchasing 
assets in its own name but with the money of others. Hence, in 
equity, there is a resulting trust (in the absence of advancement) in 
favour of the persons who advance the money. Here the society, 
then, holds the assets as trustee for the persons, depositors and 
its own shareholders, who have supplied the mixed fund that 
went to buy them. This simple principle gives the key by 
which to solvethe problem. It follaws that, (1) if any depositor 


















for “ money had and received.” 


Ancther plausible way of setting up a right in personam on the 


part of the depositors, however, is at first sight attractive. Why 
not apply the equitable doctrine of subrogation? Where an 
agent borrows wilira vires of a bona fide lender, and applies the 
moneys so received to pay off his principal’s just and legal debts, 
the lender subrogates into the shoes and rights of those creditors : 
Blackburn Building Society v. Cunliffe (22 Ch. D. 61, 71). But, 
apart from other objections, the conclusive answer is that the 
investments made by the bank and the banking debts incurred 
by it were as illegal and ultra vires as the loans to it by the 
depositors, so that the subrogor would only stand in the shoes 
of a subrogee whose debts were in no more enforceable position 
than his own. So, neither in contract nor by equitable exten- 
sions of contractual rights, can the rights of depositors in personam 


against the society be the subject-matter of proof in the | 


liquidation. 
But there is another way in which the rights of the depositors 
may be regarded. They may be treated, not as creditors in the 


liquidation, but as claimants to the assets, whose title is adverse | 


to that of the society and its creditors (among whom are the 
shareholders). Such a claim Lord HALDANE calls a claim in rem 
to the assets—ignoring the society. Here again two separate 
grounds are distinguishable, a claim in fort on the basis of con- 
version and a claim in equity on the basis of resulting trust. Each 
of these requires careful examination. 

Where a thief, or a tort feasor who gets possession of my pro- 
perty by wrongful means short of theft, or even an agent whose 
possession is originally lawful but who commits a frespass ab 
initio by disposing of it for his own purposes, commits conversion 
of property, real or personal, the true owner can always recover it 
(subject to a number of recognised exceptions), unless the 
property is negotiable property, i.c., negotiable instruments or money. 
But even money can be recovered if the precise coin be 
clearly identified before it has been put into circulation, ¢.y., 
if a bag of coin is stolen and gets into the hands of 
an innocent third party, if the coin can be identified in specie 
before the bag has been tampered with, the true owner can re- 
cover it. The same principle applies in the case of mere tortious 
conve'sion or conversion by an agent. And when an agent, such 
as a broker, takes his client’s money to invest and purchases 
securities wrongfully, the client, so long as he can trace these 
securities, has an option with regard to them. He can elect to 
ratify the ultra vires bargain of his agent, and so take the 
securities: Lord ELLENBoROUGH in Taylor v. Plumer (3 M.&S. 
562). This is not a doctrine of equity, as is often supposed ; it 
1s a simple common law rule of the Law of Torts, although ex- 
tended by equity to cases which the common law necessarily took 
no cognizance of—i.c., fraudulent conversion by trustees having 
the legal estate: Ex purte Cooke (4 Ch. D. 123), Re Hallett’s Estate 
(13 Ch. D. 696). Now, here one is tempted to hold that the 
Birkbeck Society may be treated as an agent unlawfully con- 
verting moneys received from the depositors into assets ; 
in which case the depositors, as principals, ratify the transaction 
and claim the assets ? For it is not ultra vires of statutory corpora- 
tions to commit the tort of conversion. This certainly seemed a 
promising way of getting in a claim in rem to the assets on 


ean trace his money into any specific investment, there is a 
resulting trust in his favour of that investment, and (2) in all 
other cases there is a resulting trust of the remaining assets in 
favour of the persons whose mixed fund purchased them, namely, 
depositors and shareholders. Obviously, the first class can 
claim their specific investment in full ; the latter class—-depositors 
;and shareholders—have a proportionate right as beneficiaries, 
pari passu, to the remainder. ‘This simple principle settled the 
order of the House of Lords. 








Landlords’ Liability to Tenants’ 
Invitees. 


AN obscure branch of law, as to which it is not easy to reconcile 
all the cases usually regarded as authoritative, js that which 
concerns the liability of an owner of premises to persons lawfully 
using them and injured by some defect in their condition which 
|reasonable care could have remedied. An invitee, going upon 
the premises for purposes of business, and injured through such 
defect through no contributory negligence of his own, has, of 
course, a remedy in tort against the occupier : [ndermaur v. Dames 
(L. R. 2 C. P. 311), Even a bare licensee, a guest who goes 
there by favour of the occupier and not at his invitation for his 
benefit, has a remedy in tort, but only when he can establish a 
higher degree of negligence, i.e, when a concealed danger known 
to, or discoverable by, the occupier exists of which he has given 
the licensee no warning : Southcote v. Stanley (1856, 1 H. & N, 274). 
But such remedy is against the occupier, and does not exist 
against the ownee where the latter has parted with the possession 
and control of the premises, or that parcel of them upon which the 
defect exists. . 

There are, however, at least three classes of cases in which 
| the owner of premises is liable to invitees and licensees for 
| negligence of the degree owed to each respectively. The first 
|class of cases presents no difficulty; it arises whenever the 
| owner is also occupier of the premises. He is then liable, not 
qua owner, but gua occupier, on the principle of /ndermaur v. 
Dames. Tho second class of cases for a long time gave great 
difficulty until it too was discovered to be merely a variety of 
the same species. This arises when the owner of flats or tone- 
ments has let them out to tenants, retaining control over the 
a common staircase. If an invitee or licensee of the tenants is 
injured by a defect in such staircase, he has the same action 
against the owner which he would have had against the tenant 
had the latter’s premises included the staircase : Miller v. Hancock 
(1893, 2 Q. B. 177). The reason is simply that the owner, 
remaining in possession of the common staircase, is the occupier 
of that parcel, while the invitees and licensees of his tenants 
must be deemed to be his own: hence he possesses the ordinary 
duties and liabilities of an occupier. The third class of cases 
arises when the owner of a building let out in sub-divisions to 
tenants allows the roof or some similar common parcel of the 
tenement to get into such disrepair as to cause a nuisance to the 
tenants. In such case the tenant, if injured by the landlord’s 
nuisance or negligence has an ection in tort (Hargroves, Aronson 
& Co. vy. Hartopp, 1905, 1 K, B. 472), and probably an invitee 
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or a licensee has one likewise. Here, again, the owner remains | free from a state of nuisance. But he need not fence or light 


in control of the roof, and so is an occupier of it with an 
occupier’s liabilities as imposed by the general principle. 

But here the owner’s liability seems to end. Attempts have 
heen made to extend it in two directions, but they have con- 
sistently failed. Where a landlord lets a house which he knows 
to be in a dangerous condition it is very easy to try and apply 
the above principle to such a ease. His tenant and others who 
enter on the premises, it may be said, are invitees of his, and, if they 
suffer injury subsequently owing to defect for which he is res- 
ponsible, then the injury relates back to the tortious negligence of 
the owner when he was still occupier, and he is within /ndermaur 
v. Dames. But this plausible reasoning has always failed. In 
Sutton v. Temple (1843, 12 M. & W. 52) it was held that even 
a tenant cannot recover when poisonous refuse has been left on 
land demised to him by the landlord with the result that his 
cattle die. In Jane v. Cox (1897, 1 Q. B. 415) it was further 
held that when a landlord lets an unfurnished house in a dan- 
gerous condition he is under no tortious liability eicher to the 
tenant or to his family. So far as the tenant himself is con- 
cerned, a different rule has always existed in the case of 
furnished houses, where the common law implied a warranty of 
habitability at the commencement of the tenancy (Smith v. 
Marrable, 1843, 11 M. & W. 5) ; and under the Housing and Town 
Planning Act of 1908, this implied warranty has been extended 
to unfurnished houses under a certain rental which varies 
according to locality. But even when a landlord has covenanted 
with his tenant to repair premises, and breach of that duty has 
occasioned injury to a stranger, guest or member of the tenant's 
family, the person so injured has no remedy in tort against the 
owner: Cavalier v. Pope (1906, A. C. 30), Cameron v. Young 
(1908, A. C., at p. 179). The second of the cases quoted is a 
Scots case, so that the rule is the same in both countries. Where 
- the implied warranty of habitability created by the Housing and 
Town Planning Act, 1908, exists, that warranty—like the land 
lord’s covenant in Cavalier v. Pope—exists in favour only of the 
tenant; there is no tortious liability towards other persons 
lawfully inhabiting and using the house: Jyall v. Kidwell (1913, 
3 K. B. 123). It will be seen, then, that in this direction there 
appears to be no room for any judicial expansion, nowadays, of 
the owner's liability. 

Another attempt, however, has been made to extend it in a 
different direction, namely, by imposing as heavy a burden of 
duty as possible upon the owner of tenements who retains the 
common staircase or other common conveniences. But these 
attempts have not been very successful as yet. Thus, in Huqgett 
v. Myers (1908, 2 K. B. 278), where a common staircase in a block 
of flats was left badly lighted by the landlord, an invitee who met 
with an accident in consequence sued the owner unsuccessfully. It 
was held by theCourt of Appeal that the duty of the landlord 
did not extend to the lighting of the staircase; semble, it is 
confined to the upkeep of the physical structure of the common 
staircase. Again, where a flow of water from a lavatory 
retained in the landlord’s control, not due to physical defect but 
to the malicious mischief of third parties, caused injuries to 
tenants, the Privy Council Committee held that the owner was 
not liable: Richards y. Lothian (1913, A. C. 263). And in a 
very recent case tried by Mr. Justice ATKIN with a jury: Lacy v. 
Bawden (Times, February 17th), where the wife of a tenant in a 
tenement house let out in flats met with an injury through the 
absence of a rail on the staircase, but was perfectly acquainted 
with the existence of the danger, the learned judge held that the 
owner had incurred no liability to her. An unfenced staircase, 
he held, resembled an unlighted staircase ; there was no active 
duty on the part of the owner either to light or to fence the 
staircase. His duty was confined to avoiding the laying of traps, 
or at most to the remedying of structural defects. 

It would seem, then, that the liability imposed by law on the 
owner of flats or tenements who retains in his possession or 
control certain common parcels of the premises is not by any 
means as yet clearly defined. He must not lay traps, that is 
clear. He must not leave the premises in a state of structural 
disrepair, which is not visible to users,of the staircase, that also is 
clear. He must keep the roofs, gutters, common lavatories, c., 


'the common parcels, and where a defect is patent to an adult he 
|is, apparently, not liable. But, no doubt, towards children, on 
| the principle of Cooke v. Midland Railway Co. (1909, A. C. 229), 
| he owes a much higher duty ; and possibly that higher standard 
| exists also towards invitees or tenants who are aged, infirm or 
' blind. 








Reviews. 
Books of the Week. 


County Courts.—The Annual County Courts Practice, 1914. 
Edited by Witttam Cectt Smytey, K.C., LL.B. (Cantab ), Judge 
|of County Courts, and Witt1am James Brookes, M.A. (Oxon), 
Barrister-at-Law. With Special Chapters on Employers’ Liability 
and Workmen’s Compensation by C. Y.C. DawBaRn, M.A. (Cantab.), 
Barrister-at-Law ; on Costs and Court Fees by W. H. WHITELOcK and 
Artuur L. Lowe, Registrars of the Birmingham County Court ; 
and on Admiralty and Merchant Shipping by H. H. SanDERson, 
Solicitor, of Hull. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 25s. 

Criminal Appeal.—Criminal Appeal Cases. Reports of Cases 
in the Court of Criminal Appeal, May 5th to December 20th, 1913. 
Edited by Herman Couen, Barrister-at-Law. Vol. IX., Part VIII. 
(Index Number). Stevens & Haynes. 5s. net. . 











Correspondence. 


Valuation of Trust Mortgages. 
[7'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—Referring to your note on ‘page 280, “ Re-Valuation of Trust 
Mortgages,” I cannot understand how Re Broekes was decided as it 
was, as the decision appears to me in the very teeth of section 24 of 
the Trustee Act, 1893, which says that a trustee is to be answerable 
and accountable only for a loss which happens through his own 
wilful default. ; 

Lewin lays it down (page 305, 12th edition) that a special 
indemnity clause may be so worded as to exempt a trustee from 
responsibility in respect of acts which would otherwise be breaches 
of trust, but the statute says a trustee is not to be responsible for 
anything which does not happen through his own wilful default, 
and where wilful defanlt comes in in Re Brookes I am unable to 
discover. : 

Perhaps section 24 does not mean what it says. 

10, Coleman-street, E.C., Feb. 18. E. I, HArGRAVES. 








An Epitome of Recent Decisions on 


the Workmen’s Compensation Act. 
By Arravr L. B. Tuesicer, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
VII. 
(Cases decided since the last Epitome, Vol. 57, p. 763.) 


(1) DECISIONS ON THE WORDS *‘ ACCIDENTS ARISING 
OUT OF, AND IN THE COURSE OF, THE 


EMPLOYMENT.” 


Plumb v. Cobden Flour Milis Company (H.L.: Lords Hal- 
dane, Dunedin, Kinnear and Atkinson, 30th and 31st 
October, and 9th December, 1913.) 


Facts.—A foreman was employed to stack sacks in the respondent's 
mill by hand, but he used the revolving shaft of some machinery 
which ran across the ceiling of the room to raise the sacks; the shaft 
was not intended to be used for any such purpose. He was caught in 
the shaft, and was severely injured. The county court judge found 
that what he did was unwise, dangerous, and unknown to the re- 
spondents, but that he did it in his employers’ interests, as the sacks 
were thus raised more rapidly; he held that the accident arose out of 
the employment. The Court of Appeal reversed this decision. 

Dectston.—The workman had failed to shew any circumstance 
which would justify a finding that the accident arose out of the em- 
ployment (case reported Soricrrors’ JournaL, 3rd January, 1914, p. 
184; Times, 10th December, 1913; Z. J. newspaper, 15th December, 
1913, p.-165; W. N., 20th December, 1913, p. 567.) 
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Parker v. Owners of Ship Black Rock (C.A.: Cozens-Hardy, 
M.R., Evans, P., and Eve, J., 13th and 28th January, 
1914). 


Facts.—The widow of a fireman on 7he Black Rock claimed com- 
pensation from the owners. They did not provision the crew them- 
selves, and in the Articles the Board of Trade Scale of Diet was 
struck out, and the words, ‘‘ Crew to provide their own provisions ” 
inserted. On the 14th January, 1913, the fireman went ashore at 
6.30 p.m. and bought provisions. He was not seen alive again, and on 
the following day his body was washed up on the shore near the pier 
where the ship had been. The county court judge found that he was 
drowned when returning to the ship after buying provisions, but held 
that the accident did not arise out of the employment. 

Decision (Evans, P., dissenting).—The judge was right. There was 
no express contract that he would: get provisions, nor an implied 
contract that he would do so in order to be able to perform his duties. 
He went ashore in his own interest. (From note taken in court. Case 
reported Soricitors’ Journat, 14th February, 1914, p. 285; Times, 
29th January, 1914; Z. J. newspaper, 7th February, 1914, p. 82; 
i. T. newspaper, 7th February, 1914, p. 375; W. N., 7th February, 
1914, p. 43.) 


Huscroft v. Bennett (C.A.: Cozens-Hardy, M.R., Evans, P., 
and Eve, J., 14th January, 1914). 


Facts.—A workman was employed as theatre cleaner, his reniunera- 
tion being, according to the evitlence, ‘fifteen shillings weekly and 
the baggage,”’ i.e., his employer gave him information of the theatrical 
companies coming to the town. This increased his chances of obtain- 
ing contracts for moving the baggage of such companies between the 
station, the theatre, and lodgings. In carrying luggage under such 
a contract between the station and lodgings he was injured, and the 
county court judge held that the accident arose out of and in the 
course of his employment. 

Dects1ion.—The accident arose out of an independent contract for 
services not connected with the workman’s contract with the theatrical 
manager. (From note taken in court. Case reported Soxicrrors’ 
JouRNAL, 14th February, 1914, p. 284; L. 7’. newspaper, 24th January, 
1914, p. 321.) 


Lee v. Owners of Ship St. George (C.A.: Cozens-Hardy, 
M.R., Evans, P., and Eve, J., 20th January, 1914). 


Facts.—The steward of a ship which reached harbour at 4 a.m. 
went on shore. It was his duty to victual the ship, but at that hour 
the stores were not open, and he, therefore, as he was entitled, went 
to his home a mile-and-a-half away. He left home at 9 a.m., and 
met with an accident when within the fish docks, 306 yards from the 
warehouse and 393 yards from his ship. The county court judge held 
that the accident did not arise out of and in the course of the employ- 
ment, on the ground that he had gone home for his own purposes, 
and met with the accident on a road not necessarily traversed between 
the ship and the fish dock. 

Decision.—The judga was right. The steward was on his own 
business, and not on the ship’s business. (70m note taken in court.) 


Jackson v. Denton Colliery Company (C.A.: Cozens-Hardy, | 


M.R., Evans, P., and Eve, J., 21st January, 1914). 


Facrs.—A coal miner was told by the under-manager to move from 


the spot where he was working to another spot, where he could work | 
the same coal from a different position owing to the risk of a stone, | 
which was loose, falling. The miner did move, and there was a con- | 
flict of evidence as to where he was working, but the county court | 
judge found that he had disobeyed the instructions given, and had | 


not moved far enough away. Another stone fell on him, causing 
permanent disablement. The judge held that he had gone outside 
his sphere of employment, and that, therefore, the accident did not 
arise out of the employment. 

Dectston.—The judge was wrong. The order did not limit the 
miner’s scope of employment to a definite area, but were directions 
as to how he should carry out the work in the method most likely 
to ensure his safety. (From note taken in court. Case reported ZL. 7’. 
newspaper, 3lst January, 1914, p. 345.) 


Dean v. Rubian Art Pottery (Limited) (C.A.: Cozens-Hardy, | 


M.R., Evans, P., and Eve, J., 22nd, 26th, 27th and 30th 
January, 1914). 


Facrs.—A workman died of lead poisoning on the 15th May, 1913, | 


and a claim for compensation was made by his widow on his last 
employers. They joined a firm who had employed him previously as 
third parties in the arbitration. The deceased had suffered from lead 
poisoning while in the employment of the third parties two years 
before his death. He then did casual work, which did not involve 
engaging in lead work, and finally was employed by the respondents. 
With them he worked on a lead process for four days, from the 12th 
March, 1913, and for four or five days from the 14th April. He 
stopped all work on the 6th May. The county court judge found 
that the disease was contracted in the employment of the third 





| parties, but not within the twelve months previous to his death; he 
held, however, that the whole of section 8 was controlled by the words, 
| ‘*the disease is due to the nature of the employment in which the 
| workman was employed at any time within the twelve months pre- 
vious to the date of the disablement or the suspension,’’ and that, 
| therefore, the third parties were not liable. He further held that 
| it was not proved that the lead work in March and April had accele- 
rated the workman’s death, and that this employment was not 
‘** immediately before the date of disablement’’ within section 8 (2). 
He therefore refused to award compensation. 

Dects1on.—The applicant had not discharged the onus of proving 
that the death was due to lead poisoning arising out of and in the 
course of the deceased’s employment with the respondents. It was 
not sufficient to prove that the deceased had been employed on a lead 
process within the last twelve months if the disease was neither con- 
tracted during that employment or aggravated by it. (From note 
taken in court. Case reported Times, 3ist January, 1914; D. J. news- 
| paper, 7th February, 1914, p. 82; Z. 7’. newspaper, 14th February, 

1914, p. 403; W. N., 7th February, 1914, p. 45.) 


Richards v. Morris (C.A.: Cozens-Hardy, M.R., Evans, P., 
and Eve, J., 26th January, 1914). 


Facts.—A labourer was employed on a farm on Ramsey Island, 
which is about two miles from the coast of Wales. His wife lived on 
the mainland, and the labourer was in the habit of coming home 
on every Saturday, and returning to the island on the Monday. The 
employer had a small rowing boat, which was used for crossing to 
| the mainland. On Saturday, the 8th December, 1912, it was too rough 
to cross, but on the following day the weather had improved, and 
the employer took the labourer over in his boat. In attempting to land 
the labourer slipped, and to save himself grasped the gunwhale of the 
boat. He got to land, and proceeded some way towards his home, 
but was found later lying on the ground in a state of collapse, and 
died on the next day from internal injuries. The widow claimed 
compensation, and the county court judge found that the deceased 
was injured in getting out of the boat, and that the injury resulted in 
his death ; that the deceased left the island by leave of the respondent, 
and that there was no way of getting to the mainland except by the 
employer’s boat; but that the deceased went to the mainland solely 
for his own purpose, and that, therefore, the accident did not arise out. 
of and in the course of his employment. 

Decision.—It was an implied term in the employment that the 
deceased should at all reasonable times have leave to go to his home, 
should have reasonable facilities for doing so, and should use his 
employer’s boat for the purpose. Therefore t'e accident arose out 
of and in the course of the employment. (From note taken in court. 
Case reported LZ. J. newspaper, 31st January, 1914, p. 346.) 


Sanderson v. Henry Wright (Limited) (C.A.: Cozens-Hardy, 
M.R., Evans, P., and Eve, J., 26th and 27th January, 
1914). 


| Facts.—A workman was employed to go to various railway stations 
to examine goods consigned to his employers and to give directions. 

| He went to the goods yard of a station, and had to go to the far side 
| of the lines; he did so by going round the end of the station, but 

| returned across the lines. He knew that, although it was permissible 
| 
| 
i 





to cross the lines, it was contrary to the rules to do so while shunting 
operations were going on. Havitig crossed three lines he came to a 
| point where shunting was going on, and waited until a break was 
made in the train by the engine going a little way with five carriages. 
The remaining carriages, rebounding from the buffer stop, hit the 
| workman as he was crossing the line, and killed him. The county 
| court judge found that he had thought that shunting operations had 
| ceased, and made an award in favour of the respondents. 

Dects1on.—There was evidence to support this finding, and, in any 
case, he was crossing the line on his master’s business, although, pos- 
sibly, in a way which involved serious and wilful misconduct; as the 
accident wag fatal, such misconduct was immaterial. (70m note 
taken in court. L. T. newspaper, 14th February, 1914, p. 403.) 


| May v. Ison (C.A.: Cozens-Hardy, M.R., Evans, P., and 
Eve, J., 27th and 28th January, 1914). 
| Factrs.—A brewers’ drayman was employed from 8 a.m. to 8 p.m. 


| was lying off a wharf in the Thames, and to pump the water out of 
her while she was on the mud. He arrived at the wharf at 9 p.m., 


| but on trying to get to the lighter sank ankle-deep into the mud. He 
| knew that if he waited for the tide to go out further he could reach the 
| lighter from the far side, where the river bed was harder. A small 
| boat was lying on the shore, and he stepped into this boat to rest until 
| the tide fell sufficiently. The boat tilted over, and he fell, breaking 
his ankle. The county court judge held that the workman had acted 
reasonably, and in furtherance of his employer’s work, in going to the 
wharf at 9 p.m., and that in going to rest in the small boat he was 
acting reasonably, and within the ambit of his employment, there 
being no other place but the muddy bank where he could have gone. 
Dectsion (Eve, J., doubting).—There was evidence to support the 
findings of the judge, and he did not misdirect himself. (From note 
taken in court. Case reported LZ. 7’. newspaper, 14th February, 1914, 
p. 404.) 
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Martin v. Lovibond (C.A.: Cozens-Hardy, M.R., Evans, P., 
and Eve, J., 30th January, 1914). 

Facts.—A brewers’ drayman was employed from 8 a.m. to 8 p.m. 
delivering beer and canvassing for orders, with no intervals for re- 
freshment. While on his round he drew up his dray on the near side 
of the road, crossed the road, and entered a a which did 
not belong to his employer, to get a glass of beer. e returned after 
two minutes, and was knocked down by a motor-car, and killed, as 
he crossed the road The county court judge held that the accident 
arose out of and in the course of the employment. 

Decis1on.—The judge was right. Leaving the dray for the purpose 
of getting refreshment was a reasonable incident of the employment. 
(From note taken in court. Case reported DL. 7. newspaper, 14th 
February, 1914, p. 402; W. N., 7th February, 1914, p. 47.) 

See also Ford v. The Gaiety Theatre (Limited), noted under the 
heading of ‘‘ Decision as to notice of accident.’* 


(To be continued.) 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


SINCLAIR v. BROUGHAM AND ANOTHER. 8th, 9th, 10th, and 

12th Dee. ; 12th Feb. 

Buritpinc Socrery—Rvutes—Borrowinc Powers—Untuimitep Borrow- 
ING—BankinG Business—Uttra Vires—WINDING 
PrioriT1ES—Depos!ttors—SHAREHOLDERS—BUILDING 
1836 (6 & 7 Wit. 4, c. 32), s. 1. 

Held, varying order made by Court of Appeal, sub. nom. Re Birk- 
beck Permanent Benefit Building Soc iety (1912, 2 CA. 183, 106 L. 7’. 968) 
—the effect of which order was to postpone the claims of depositors until 
the shareholders were paid in full—that the carrying on of a banking 
business by the building society could not be justified under rule 35, 
and had rightly been decided as ultra vires. “Although the depositors 
had notice that this borrowing ‘was ultra vires, and an individual 
depositor could recover, if under &% tracing order he could prove that a 
particular asset represented the actual money he had lent the 
tt was practically impossible for the depositor to do so; and as the share 
holders were not entitled to apply the depositor’s money to meeting 
liabilities, the must be treated as one where the security had 
depreciated in value, and those who had paid money on the faith of the 
security must accept payment back in the liquidation so far as the 
security would go, and share the loss equally. 

Per Lord Dunedin. 
the order made by the Court of Appeal in the case of the Guardian Per- 
manent Building Society (23 Ch. D. 440). He thought that its authority 
was somewhat scant, and there was no possibility of saying it had in any 
way received the approval of this House. py 4 Va : 
During the winding-up of the Birkbeck Permanent Benefit Building 
Society, a society formed under the Act of 1851, the question arose as to 
whether, in distributing the balance of assets, if the carrying on of a 
banking business by the Society was ultra vires, depositors who had 
current or deposit accounts at the bank had any legal or equitable right 
to be paid in priority to the ‘‘ B"’ shareholders. The assets were not 
sufficient to pay all claimants in full, but they were more than sufficient 
to pay the outside creditors and the shareholders. The Court of 
Appeal, affirming the decision of Neville, J., held that the carrying on 
of the banking business was ultra vires, and therefore (Fletcher Moul- 
ton, L.J., dissentiente) that the depositors were not entitled to be paid 
in priority to the ‘‘B’’ shareholders. The depositors appealed. 

Tue Hovse reserved judgment. 

Lord Harpane, C., said that the depositors claimed that they were 
entitled to succeed in recovering their deposits either on the footing of 
being money had and received by the society to their use, or as being 
money which never truly formed part of the assets, and which could 
now be followed in the hands of the society’s agent and the liquidator 
He thought the depositors could not succeed unless they were able to 
trace their money into the hands of the society or its agents as actually 
existing assets. Their claim must be in rem, it could not be in per- 
sonam. If the loan to the bank was regarded as an investment pro canto 
of the principals’ money, in the present case the investment was not 
made in breach of a fiduciary duty on the part of the society, and it 
was actually made with the authority of the depositors, although on the 
supposition that a banking business was ultra vires. That was a material 
point in Hallett’s case (13 Ch. D. 696) which did not occur here. As 
to the part of the assets which was acquired with money paid by the 
shareholders, it was paid as a consideration for the shares which were 
issued to them, and that money beyond question became the money of 
the society. The conclusion his lordship came to was that the judgments 
of the court below should be varied so as to give effect to a declaration 
that, subject to matters which had already been settled by the consent 
of the parties, and subject to any application which might be made by 
any individual depositor or shareholder with the view of tracing his own 
money into any particular asset, and subject to the payment of all 
proper costs, etc., the liquidator ought to proceed in distributing the 
remaining assets of the society between the depositors and the unad- 
vanced shareholders pari passu in proportion to the amounts properly 
credited to them respectively in the books of the society, and that the 


Socretires Act, 


society, 


case 











Up—Assets— | 


case be remitted to the court of first instance to apply this principle. 
As the appeal was one of an unusual character, and the litigation was 
essential to ascertaining the rights of all parties, their lordships were 
of opinion that they should not disturb the orders of the courts below 
in regard to costs, and that the costs of all parties to this appeal should 
be paid out of the assets on the same footing as in the court below. 

Lord ATKINSON agreed in this judgment. 

Lords Dunep1n, ParKER, and SuMNER read judgments in which they 
agreed that the banking business was ultra vires, and t unless a 
depositor was able under a tracing order to allocate his particular deposit 
in the assets of the bank he could only receive payment pari passu if, 
as was the case here, the security for his advance had fallen in value. 
Accordingly, the order was eohel as suggested by the Lord Chancellor. 
—CounseL, Cave, K.C., and J'omlin, KC, appeared for Sinclair (one 
of, and for the purposes of the appeal represented, the depositors) ; 
Clauson, K.C., and Cecil Turner for the liquidator; Upjohn, K.C., 
Younger, K.C., and A. M. W. Wells were for C. F. Ravenscroft, who 
represented the ‘“‘B’’ shareholders. Soricrrors, Burton, Yeates & 
Hart; Freshfields; Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, & Co. 

[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 


DEAN v. RUBIAN ART POTTERY CO. No. 1. 
20th, 27th and 30th Jan. 

WorkKMEN’s COMPENSATION—INDUSTRIAL D1seasE—LEAD POISONING— 
Deatn Due ro ‘‘ Nature or Emproyment ’’—‘‘ GrapuaL Process ’’— 
No Evipence or DEATH BEING ACCELERATED BY WORK UNDER Last 
EmpLoyeR—WoRKMEN’s Compensation Act, 1906, s. 8. 

Where the death or disablement of a workman is due to an industrial 
disease, such as lead poisoning, and no presumption against the em- 


| ployer arises by reason of his having been employed in a scheduled 


The order appealed from admittedly followed | 





. 


occupation at or immediately before the time tt occurred, it ts not 


| enough to prove, as against the last —— that he was exposed to 
e 


the risk of contracting or accelerating the disease at some time within 
the previous twelve months; it must be shown either that he actually 
contracted the disease in the employment, or, if he was previously 
affected, that he thereby accelerated its progress. ‘‘ Nature of any 
employment ”” in section 8 (1) means “‘ nature of the particular employ- 
ment”? in which the workman was employed. 

Appeal by the widow of a deceased workman from an award of 
the county court judge at Stoke-on-Trent. The deceased man died 
of pneumonia on the 15th of May, 1913, but it was admitted that this 
would probably not have been fatal but for the fact that he was 
seriously affected by lead poisoning. There was evidence that he had 
been suffering from this for some years, and had become an “‘ odd 
man” in the Potteries labour market. He last worked regularly for 
Messrs. Wilemans, who were brought in as third parties under sec- 
tion 8 of the Act, and while in their employment, which he left two 
years before he died, worked at processes which were admittedly lead 
processes. In March, 1913, he worked for four days, and in April, 
1913, for four and a half days with the respondents, either as a 
‘gloss placer” or a “‘ ware cleaner,” which were scheduled as lead 
processes. The last day he did such work was the 19th of April, and 
except on those days he did no work for the respondents in a lead pro- 
cess. The county court judge held that the applicant had not proved 
that the death of the workman was due to “ the nature of the em- 
ployment” by the respondents, and that it was not accelerated by any 
work he did for them. There was also no evidence that the disease 
was, in fact, contracted by the workman whilst employed by the third 
parties. The widow appealed, and counsel on her behalf contended 
that it was sufficient to prove that the workman had been employed 
within twelve months previous to his death, even for only a ry | short 
time, in a process involving the use of lead, for the employer to become 
liable. The third parties were dismissed in the course of the hearing 
of the appeal. Cur. adv. vult. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said the appeal raised an important question 
upon section 8, probably the most difficult and obscure section in that 
very exceptional Act. The main object of the Act, as defined in sec- 
tion 1, was to make an employer liable for personal injury arising ont 
of, and in the course of, the employment. It was obvious that, apart 
from section 8, the Act had no operation except where there was an 
accident, but section 8 enacted that where disablement or death was 
due to certain industrial diseases, of which lead poisoning was one, 
the workman or his dependants should be entitled to compensation as 
if the disease were what it certainly was not, a personal injury by 
accident. The date of disablement, which was treated as the happening 
of the accident, was, for the purpose of the present appeal, the date of 
the workman’s death. His lordship could find nothing in the section 
which exempted the applicant from the necessity of establishing, as 
he had to do in every other case, that the accident in fact arose 
out of, and in the course of, the employment. Sub-section (2) seemed 
to be conclusive on the point. It raised certain presumptions in favour 
of the workman. If the workman “at or immediately before the death ”’ 
was employed in a lead process there was a presumption that the death 
was due to the nature of the employment, unless one of two things 
happened—(a) the certifying surgeon certified that in his opinion the 
death was not due to the employment, or (5) the employer proved 
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that it was not so due. If the case did not fall within sub-section (2) 
because the employment was not ‘‘ at or immediately before” the 
-death, the workman must proceed under sub-section (1), and give 
such evidence as the circumstances admitted. The right of the em- 
ployer to negative his liability was also shown by sub-section (1) (c.) 


(ii), although the present case did not fall within that sub-section. | 


It had been urged by counsel for the appellant that it was sufficient 
for the applicant to shew that during the twelve months before the 


death, the man was employed in a lead process, for however short a | 


time, and however long before the death, and that it made no difference 
that the county court judge had found that the disease was of long 
standing, and was not aggravated, or the death accelerated by any- 
thing that happened during his last employment. His lordship was 


unable te accept that contention,* which was quite inconsistent with | 


the general scheme of the Act and the express language of the sec- 
tion. On the facts in the present case the county court judge had 
found, and his lordship agreed with him, that the 19th of April was 
not “‘ at or immediately before”’ the 15th of May, so that no pre- 
sumption was raised under sub-section (2). He also hel@, and there 
was abundant evidence to justify this, that the lead-poisoning was 
not contracted in the respondents’ employment. There was evidence 
for and against the view that the 85 days during which he was em- 
ployed by the respondents might have accelerated the death or had 
some influence on the disease, but his honour held that the applicant 
had not satisfied him of the affirmative view, and the court could not 
interfere with this finding. In his lordship’s opinion the decision of 
the learned judge was correct. Even if the last of the 84 days had 


been the 13th of May, it was clear that the respondents could have | 


proved, what they had proved in the present case, viz., that the 


disease was not due to “the nature of the employment,’’ by which | 


his lordship understood the nature of the particular employment with 
the respondents. The appeal must be dismissed with costs, including 
the costs of the third parties. 

Evans, P., who observed that if the disease was not due to the em- 
ployment, it was difficult to say how it could be due to the “ nature 
of the employment,’’ and 


Eve, J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counsext, Sander- | 


son, K.C., and A. B. Whitfield; Merriman; Shakespeare. Soxicrrors, 
Field, Roscoe, & Co., 
for Wain & Harris, Burslem ; Orgills, for Llewellyn, Tunstall. 


(Reported by H. Lanarorp Liwis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


O’BRIEN v. OCEANIC STEAM NAVIGATION CO. (LIM.). No. 2. 
13th, 14th, 17th, 18th, 19th, 20th, 21st, 25th, 26th, and 27th Nov. ; 
9th Feb. 


Suyp—Co.LiistonN—NEGLIGENCE—PassENGER TICKET—CONDITION NOT 
APPROVED BY Boarp or TRaADE—MeRcHANT Suippine Act, 1894 (57 & 
58 Vicr. 4. 60), s. 320. 

The tickets issued by the defendant shipowners to steerage passengers 
contained a number of clauses or directions printed on the face, of which 
the seventh was ag follows:—‘‘ A contract ticket shall not contain on 


for Z. Patterson, Longton; Milner & Pickford, | 


| that it was an “‘ unforeseen and unforeseeable ’’ danger. 


contract for loss, damage, or delay to the passenger or his baggage 
arising from... collision... or navigation of any kind . . . even 
though the damage . . . be caused by or attributable to negligence or 
| default of the shipowners’ servants or to other persons for whose acta 
they would be otherwise responsible.”” Even assuming that the 
exempting condition was valid, there remained the question whether 
its operation was excluded by reason of the provisions of section 
| 320 of the Act of 1894. For such a cordition to be valid it 
must be in a form approved and sanctioned by the Board of Trade. 
The licence to impose conditions was, in his view, to be restricted 
to conditions which were not substantve, or such as did not alter the 
character of the contract itself, and certainly gave no right to impose a 
condition which absolved the shipowner from the duty of taking all 
reasonable care in the navigation of the ship. At common law a carrier 
by express words could limit his liability, and he did not go so far as 
to say that a saving clause as a matter of contract could not be added. 
| But in the present case he saw nothing in the rules and regulations of 
the Board of Trade that made them ultra vires. Here the condition 
| relied on did not conform with those requirements, and if held valid 
would be contrary to the provisions of section 320 of the Act of 1894. 
On the question of negligence he saw no ground for disturbing the 
verdict. 

Bucktey, L.J., said that in O’Brien’s case the jury found that the 
condition printed at the back of the ticket had been brought to the 
notice of the purchaser. If, therefore, O’Brien was wrong in saying 
that the defendants could not rely on it because it was not in the Yoru: 
sanctioned and approved by the Board of Trade, the defendants in that 
case were entitled to succeed. His lordship dealt with the powers given 
the Board of Trade, and said that the contract ticket might contain 
certain provisions and not others. In deciding the form, he thought 
that the Board of Trade’s power was merely to carry out the provisions 
of the statute, and not to formulate the conditions. The onus of. shew- 
ing that the purchaser knew the conditions was admittedly on the com- 
pany ; it was on the passenger to show that he did not assent when he 
signed the request on which the ticket was issued to him. The jury 

| found that in O’Brien’s case the company had discharged their onus, 
and therefore, in his opinion, the appeal should be allowed, and judg- 
ment should be entered in that case for the company. The only ques- 
tion left was the allegation that thé speed of the ship was, in the circum- 
stances, excessive. . In his otherwise adthjrable summing-up, Bailhache, 
J., had used the expressidh with reference to this particular iceberg 
The jury found 
ad. not 


that the lookout was sufficient.. He was not satisfied that there 


| been misdirection as to the effect of the evidence given, and the infer- 


the face thereof any condition, stipulation, or exception not contained | 


in this form.” These clauses had been approved by the Board of Trade. 
On the back were certain clauses, one of which—Clause 3—exempted 


the defendants from liability for the negligence of their servants, but | at once, and an appeal set down within three months.—Covnsex for the 


that clause had not been seen or approved by the Board of Trade. 

Held (Buckley, L.J., disssenting on this point only) that although in 
the case of this passenger the jury had found that the defendants had 
taken reasonable steps to bring the condition on the back of the ticket 
to the notice of the passenger, yet that the condition, not being in the 
form approved and sanctioned by the Board of Trade, was no part of 
the contract ; and further, that if it were, its operation was excluded by 
the terms of section 320 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894. 


Appeal by the defendants, the owners of the ss. Jitanic, in four 
actions tried before Bailhache, J., and a jury. In each case the plain- 
tiffs were relatives of steerage passengers who were lost when the vessel 
sank, after collision with an iceberg, on the night of 15th of April, 1912. 
The respective plaintiffs alleged negligence in the navigation of the 
ship, and on the findings of the jury the judge entered judgment against 
the company. The company, notwithstanding that finding, asked for 
——_ on the ground that they were protected by reason of the 
condition printed on the back of the contract ticket, which was to the 
effect that they were not to be held liable for the negligence of their 
servants. In three out of the four actions the jury found that the con- 
dition printed at the back of the ticket was brought to the notice of the 
passenger, but in the fourth case—that of O’Brien—they found that the 
company had taken reasonable steps to draw the attention of the pas- 
senger to it. After further argument, Bailhache, J., held that the 
defence in this case failed also, and entered judgment accordingly on 
both points against the defendants. The shipowners appealed, both on 
the finding of negligent navigation and on the ruling of the learned 
judge that the condition printed on the back of the ticket was illegal, 
and not binding on the passengers, by virtue of section 320 of the 
Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, and the statutory rules and regulations 
issued thereunder by the Board of Trade. Cur. adv. vult. 

Vavcnan Wiitiams, L.J., said that in the view he took—namely, that 
the condition on the back of the ticket was ultra vires—it was not 
necessary to consider whether or not the steps taken by the company to 
draw attention to the clause were or were not such as were reasonably 
necessary. The condition ran thus :—‘‘ Neither the shipowner, agent, 
mor baggage broker shall be liable to any passenger carried under this 


| 


| 
| 
| 








ences of fact to be drawn from such evidence. He should have thought 
this was a matter for a new trial, but as it was not the custom of the 
court to grant a new trial unless there had been misdirection on a point 
of law, he bowed to the custom. In the result he agreed with the other 
members of the court that on the question of negligence the finding of the 
jury should not be disturbed, and that there should be no new trial 
ordered as to the three other cases. For the reasons he had given he 
thought there should be a new trial in O’Brien’s case. a 
Kennepy, L.J., read a judgment agreeing with Vaughan Williams, L.J. 
The court ordered that the agreed damages should be paid into court 
provided that the costs were taxed and paid on the usual undertaking 


defendants, Duke, K.C., Maurice Hill, K.C., and Raeburn; for the 
plaintiffs, Campbell, K.C., Scanlan, and J. D. Carless, Soticrrors, 


a 


Rawle, Johnstone & Co., for Hill, Dickinson & Co., Liverpool; H. Z. 


Deane. 7 
{Reported by Exsxixe Rerp, Barrister-at-Lew.] 
. 





Court of Criminal Appeal. 
REX v. MANN. 9th Feb. 


Criunan Law—Feto pe se—Arrempt—Power To Enrorce Harp 
LaBouR. 

A conviction for attempted suicide is for attempted felony, and, 
therefore, under 3 Geo. 4, c. 114, will support a sentence imposing hard 
labour. 

This was an appeal against a conviction for attempted suicide on 
which the appellant was sentenced to six months’ imprisonment with 
hard labour. The case is reported only on the appeal against sentence. 
The contention of the appellant was that felo de se was not felony, and 
that, therefore, hard labour could not be enforced. Reg. v. Burgess 
(1862, 32 L. J. M. C., 55), Russel on Crimes, and Halsbury’s Encyclo- 
pedia were cited in support of that proposition ; also section 1 of the 
Forfeiture Act, 1870. 

Lord Reaprna, L.C.J., delivered the judgment of the court (BANKEs 
and Avory, JJ., with him) as follows :—The appellant has been con- 
victed of attempted suicide, and sentenced to six months’ imprison- 
ment with hard labour. Leave to appeal against the conviction has 
been granted by Horridge, J. Counsel for the appellant has now asked 
us to grant leave to appeal against the sentence. We do so; and we 
have been much obliged for the assistance counsel has rendered us 
on the point raised on the appeal against sentence. The point taken 
is that attempted suicide is not attempted felony, and that therefore 
there is no power to impose hard labour on a conviction for that 
offence. The question is simply one of law, and the appellant bases 
his argument on the statements in several text-books and on the decision 
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in Reg. v. Burgess, (1862, 32 L. J. M. C. 55). In our opinion 
the view taken by some of the text-writers on this case is wrong. 
They have said that it decided that the attempt to commit suicide 
was not an attempt to commit a felony, but merely an attempt to 
commit a misdemeanour. In our opinion, the decision in Reg. v. 
Burgess (supra) did not purport to decide that. All that the case 
decides is that the word ‘‘ murder”’ in the particular sections then 
under discussion, viz., sections 11 to 15 of The Offences Against the 
Person Act, 1861, was intended to denote the murder of another, and 
not the killing of a person’s self. The decision is that ‘‘:uicide”’ 
is not covered by the language of those particular sections. Our 
attention has been directed to the terms of the Forfeiture Act, 1870. 
By section 1 of that Act :—‘‘ No confession, verdict, inquest, con- 
viction, or judgment of or for any treason, or felony, or felo de se, 
shall cause any attainder or corruption of blood.”’ It is said that as 
felo de se is put in the catalogue apart from the felonies, that there- 
fore felo de se cannot be a felony. The answer is this: felo de se 
must be either a felony or a misdemeanour; before the Act of 1870 
was passed there appeared to have been some doubt as to whether 
felo de se was a felony or a misdemeanour. The words themselves— 
jelo de se—appear to be the best argument for classing the crime as 
a felony, and there is nothing to show that the crime has ever been 
regarded as a misdemeanour. Attempted suicide, then, being attempted 
felony, the learned Recorder was entitled to impose hard labour, acting 
under the provisions of 3 Geo. 4, c. 114. It appears that this appellant 
has already been twice convicted of this offence. The sentence of six 
months’ imprisonment must stand, but the hard labour will be re- 





| 
| 
| 





mitted, having regard to all the circumstances of the case, although, in | 


our opinion, there was power to impose hard labour.—CounsEL, Mockett ; 
Johnson. Sotrcrrors, The Registrar of the Court of Criminal Appeal ; 
the Director of Public Prosecutions. 

{Reported by C. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law.} 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re WIMPERIS. WICKEN v. WILSON. Warrington, J. 16th Jan. 


Marriep WomanN—Bequest or ANNUITY FoR Separate Use WirTHovut 
Power or AnticipatTion—Ricut to Disctarim—Marriep Woman’s 
Property Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 75), s. 1. 


A married woman, being entitled to an annuity under a will for her 
separate use without power of anticipation, agreed with the residuary 
legatees to disclaim the bequest on condition that they paid her a sum 
of money. 

Held, that the married woman was entitled to disclaim the bequest. 

A testatrix, by a codicil to her will, appointed the defendants 
executors and trustees of her will, and gave an annuity of £250, free 
of legacy duty, to the plaintiff, a married woman, during her life for 
her separate use, without power of anticipation. The annuity was to 
commence from the death of the testatrix and to be paid quarterly, the 
first payment to be made at the expiration of three calendar months 
after her death. The testatrix directed the trustees to set apart a 
certain fund for the purpose of securing the annuity, and give the 
residue of her estate to two persons named in equal shares as tenants in 
common. The testatrix died on the 23rd of February, 1913. In May, 
1913, the defendants ascertained that it would not be possible to provide 
for the payment of the debts of the testatrix, the duties payable on 
her death, and the legacies given by the codicils to her will, and the 
fund to answer the annuity of £250, without selling certain property 
which the residuary legatees were desirous of retaining. As the result 
of negotiations between the plaintiff and the residuary legatees, the 
plaintiff agreed to disclaim the annuity in consideration of a lump sum 
to be paid to her by them. This originating summons was taken out 
by the plaintiffs against the defendants for a declaration that she was 
at liberty to refuse and disclaim the annuity. 

Warrincton, J., said that in his judgment a married woman might, 
since the passing of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, disclaim 
a gift to her of personal property, although it wes given to her with a 
restraint on anticipation. It was suggested in the present case that the 


The word “* devise”’ did not occur in the will, though the word “* pay’* 
did. 

Held, that the idea of totality conveyed by the word “all” out: 
weighed, not only the omission of the word ‘‘ devise,” but also the 
expressions which seemed to negative the inclusion of real estate, an& 
that consequently the testator’s realty passed under the gift. 

Bowman v. Milbanke (1 Lev. 130) distinguished. 

This was an adjourned summons taken out by the executrices of a 
will, who also claimed to be residuary legatees, to have it determined 
whether the testator’s real estate passed under his will. By his will, 
dated the 9th of January, 1911, the testator, who was an illiterate 
man, and who died in November, 1911, appointed the plaintiffs 
executrices, and, after directing payment of his debts and funeral and 
testamentary expenses proceeded : *‘I give and bequeath unto all the 
under-mentioned names, all to be divided in equal parts, to my sister 
Mary a part.’’ The testator then disposed of ten other parts in a 
similar manner, and proceeded: ‘‘To the United Church, Polrush,. 
towards chapel debt, a part, pay to trustees. Also the rent from the 
cottage that H. sends me yearly he shall pay to his daughter.”” The 
testator had, in fact, no interest in the cottage in question. Besides 
the cases referred to in the judgment, the cases of Fullerton v. Martin 
(22 L. J. Ch. 893) and Saumarez v. Soumarez (4 My. & Cr. 431) were 
cited in the arguments. 

Eve, J.—The testator, who was an old and illiterate man, made his 
will, which was partly in print and partly in his own handwriting, 
and, after appointing two executrices he gave and bequeathed ‘“‘ to the 
undermentioned names all to be divided in equal parts.’’ The ques- 
tion which I have to determine is whether that gift passes his real 
estate, or whether he died intestate as to realty. It has been pointed 
out by Mr. Wheeler that, not only is there no ‘‘ devise’’ of property, 
but that there are expressions in the will which go to negative the 
view that the testator intended to include real estate in the gift, and 
as instances of such expressions he refers to the words “‘ to be divided ”” 
and ‘‘ pay to trustees’ and further ‘‘ rent from the cottage,’”’ which 
it is argued indicate that the residue did not include real estate. But; 
in my opinion, the idea of totality conveyed by the word “‘all,’’ which 
is equivalent to everything, outweighs the omission of the word 
** devise’ and the expressions which go to negative the inclusion of 
real estate. The case of Bowman v. Milbanke (1 Lev. 130) is a doubt- 
ful one, as pointed out in Smyth v. Smyth (8 Ch. D. 561), and seems 
to have proceeded on the footing that the word “‘all’’ was used in 
that will as an adjective, and therefore was inoperative to disinherit 
the heir. Here the word ‘“‘all’’ is used as a noun, and not as an 
adjective. I accordingly hold that the residuary gift passed the 
testator’s realty.—Counsret, Cann, Wheeler, and Gibson: 
Soricrrors, Carthew, Wheeler, d& Hancock, for Graham & Graham, 
Fowey. 


”? 


[Reported by S. E. Witt1ams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
BAILEY v. THE INSURANCE SECTION OF THE CO-OPERATIVE 


——— SOCIETY (LIM.) AND ANOTHER. Div. Court. 
6th Feb. 


NATIONAL INSURANCE—-JURISDICTION or County CourtT—Sick BENeritT 
—Mepicat Certiricate—‘‘ SurFeRInc rrom Desitiry AND UNABLE TO 
Work Be tne or Socrery to Pay—No Srarement or Disease— 
DispuTe—JURISDICTION or County Court. 


An approved society’s rules provided that ‘‘an illness shall not be 
deemed to commence or continue unless the member is rendered in- 





| capable of work by some specific disease or mental or bodily disable- 
| ment, and that a person claiming sick benefit is to send notice of illness 


effect of the negotiations was evidence that the married woman had | 


accepted the legacy, in which case she could not disclaim. On the 
whole he was of opinion that it would be going too far to say that in 
proposing to accept something in substitution the plaintiff must be 
treated as having accepted the annuity, and as proposing to take 
something else for it. At the time of the negotiations she had not made 
up her mind to accept the annuity. The matter was still in abeyance, 
and she had now definitely decided not to accept it. He held, therefore, 
that she was entitled to disclaim the bequest.—Counsen, Clauson, K.C., 
and Errington; Crossman. Soxicrrors, Cooper, Blake, Roche, & Fettes ; 
Lee & Pembertons. 


[Reported by J. B. O. Tarcanrnen. Barrieter-at-Law.] 
Re SHEPHERD. MITCHELL v. LORAM. Eve,J. 5th Feb. 

Wu1t—Beqvest or “ Att To se Drvrpep rm Equat Parts ”’—‘* Pay To 

Trustees "’—Omissi1on or Worp “ Devise ’’—Reat Estate INcLupED 

IN THE Bequest—THe Worp “ AtL”’ vsep as AN ADJECTIVE OR 

Nown. 

A testator by his will made the following gift: “I give and bequeath 
unto all the undermentioned names all to be divided in equal parts.” 





to the local secretary, accompanied by a medical certificate or other 
sufficient evidence of incapacity and the cause thereof, and that dis- 
putes were to be decided by the general delegates’ meeting. 

Held, that the county court had no jurisdiction to decide whether 
the society was right in refusing to pay sickness benefit to a member 
whose medical certificate only stated that she was “ suffering from 
debility and unable to work.” 


This was an appeal from the Leicester County Court. The 
defendants were an approved society under the National Insurance 
Act, 1911, and their secretary. The plaintiff was a member of that 
society, who claimed an injunction restraining the defendants from 
refusing to accept her and consider as evidence of her claim to 
sickness benefit under the National Insurance Act, 1911, a medical 
certificate sent in by her in the terms set out in the head-note. She 
also claimed a sum alleged to be due to her for sickness benefit. The 
defendants refused to pay sickness benefit to the plaintiff on the 
ground that the certificate did not state the specific disease from 
which the plaintiff was suffering. By section 8 (i) of the National 
Insurance Act, 1911 :—‘‘ Subject to the provisions of this Act the 
benefits conferred by this part of this Act upon insured persons are— 
. (c) periodical payments whilst rendered incapable of work 
by some specific disease, or by bodily or mental disablement, of which 
notice has been given commencing from the fourth day after being 
so rendered incapable of work, and continuing for a period not exceed- 
ing twenty-six weeks (in this Act called sickness benefit).”” By 
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section 67 (1) : “‘ Subject to the provisions of the foregoing section every 
dispute between (a) an approved society . . . . and an insured 
person who is a member of such society relating to any- 
thing done or omitted by such person or society or . . . . under 
that part of this Act, or any regulation made thereunder, shall be 
decided in accordance with the rules of the society, but any party 
to such dispute may in such cases, and in such manner as may be 
prescribed, appeal from such decision to the Insurance Commis- 
sioners.’’ In the county court the defendants contended that the 
learned deputy county court judge had no jurisdiction to try the 
action, the dispute being one of domestic administration. 
deputy judge held against this contention that the county court had 
jurisdiction, on the ground that the society had acted ultra vires 
in refusing to accept the medical certificate. He said that in arriving 
at this decision he acted on the authority of Heard v. Pickthorne 
(19135, 3 K. B. 299). The defendants appealed. 

THe Court allowed the appeal. 

Rivtey, J., said that in his opinion the learned deputy judge was 
wrong in saying that this case was indistinguishable from that of 
Heard v. Pickthorne (ubi sup.) Having referred to sections 8 (1) (c) 
and 67 of the National Insurance Act, 1911, his lordship said that 
it appeared that a dispute, whether benefits were rightly claimed and 
whether a member was rendered incapable of work by reason of a 
specific disease or mental or bodily disablement, was one to be decided 
‘in accordance with the rules of the society.” In the case of Heard 
v. Pickthorne (ubi sup.) the society was not claiming to construe its 
rules, but adopted the position that they would not accept the certifi- 
cate of any doctor other than a doctor on the panel. The Court of 
Appeal held that in passing that resolution the society was going 
beyond its powers, and that the matter was one in regard to which 
proceedings could be maintained in court. That was a very different 
matter to that in the present case. The society in this case had not 
rejected the consideration of the question of the certificate. In effect 
what they said was that the Act spoke of a specific disease and of 
mental or bodily disablement. and that they had a rule which was 
drafted in these terms, and that it was their province, function and 
duty to say what was the meaning of those words. The certificate 
made use of the term “ debility,’’ and what they asked was that the 
specific form and nature of the debility should be inserted. He 
thought it was beyond argument that this was a matter relating to 
the construction of a rule. The county court therefore had no juris- 
diction to to deal with the matter. 

Rowtatt, J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counset, 
G. W. Powers; A. S. Comyns Carr. foticrtors, Crowders, Vizard 
d- Co., for Owston, Dickinson, ‘Simpson & Bigg, Oldham; W. C. 
Arnold, for Bennett & Ironside, Leicester. 

[Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 


New Orders, &c. 


Middlesex Deeds Registry.—Official Searches. 


Lord Chancellor’s Offices, 
13th February, 1914. 
The following draft Fee Order is published pursuant to the Rules 
Publication Act, 1893 :— : 


The Land Registry (Middlesex Deeds) Fee Order, 1913, is annulled 
and the following paragraph is substituted for the fourth paragraph cf 
the Fee Order made on the 8th day of February, 1892 :— 

4. (a) Official Searches. 











VALUES. 





— | | 
Up to | Upto ip to | Over 

| £3,000. | £10,000. ) 

| 





£s. d 
Per name, for a period not exceed- 
ing 10 years __... ose wit 2 @ 
Per name, for a period exceeding 
10 and not exceeding 20 years| 0 3 6 
Per name, for a period exceeding 
20 and not exceeding 30 years|0 4 0/0 6 O 
Per name, for a period exceeding 
30 and not exceeding 40 years 0 5 0 
Per name, for a period exceeding ‘ 
0 


40 years ... von one wat @ 015 0°10 0/1 5 0 
Continuation search, irrespective | _ . 
of period or number of names... | 0 3 040° 0 7 6/010 0 


| 


(6) Kees sent by post may be paid in Bank of England notes, or by 
Banker’s draft, or postal or post office order, or cheque drawn to the 
order of the Land Registry or of the Registrar or Assistant Registrar. 

(c) In cases where, owing to special circumstances, the above fees 
appear to the Registrar to be insufficient, having regard to the time 








The learned 4 





Governor, 
re ager Sir Nevile Lubbock, 
= K.C.M.G. 





TO 
SOLICITORS. 
THE ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE 
EXECUTORS and TRUSTEES OF WILLS 


AND 
TRUSTEES of 





NEW or EXISTING SETTLEMENTS. 


THE SOLICITORS nominated by the Creator 
of a Trust are employed by the Corporation. 
Apply for full particulars to— 








THE SECRETARY, ROYAL EXCHANCE ASSURANCE, LONDON. E.C. 





and labour involved, or likely to be involved, he may decline to under- 
take the work without such adJitional payment as he shall tuink 
reasonable, and in the reverse case he may, with the previous assent of 
the Treasury, accept a smaller fee. 


II. 
This order may be cited as the Land Registry (Middlesex Deeds) Fee 
Order, 1914, and shall come into operation on the lst day of April, 19:4, 
Copies may be obtained on application at the Land Registry, Linco!n’s- 
inn-fields, W.C. 








Societies. 
The Law Society. 


The president (Mr. W. Trower), the vice-president (Sir Charles 
Longmore, K.C.B.), and the Council of the Law Society entertained a 
large company to dinner at the society’s hall on the evening of the 
13th inst. The following guests were present :—The Lord Chancellor, 
Lord Stamfordham, His Highness Hakky Pacha, Lord Mersey, the 
Master of the Rolls, Lord Justice Swinfen Eady, Mr. Justice Joyce, 
Mr. Justice Eve, Sir Thomas Barlow, Sir Charles Stanford, the Hon. 
Sir Melbourne Tait, Sir George M. Paul, Sir Nathaniel Highmore, Sir 
Melvill Beachcroft, Mr. C. H. Ommanney, C.M.G., Mr. F. J. Willis, 
C.B., Mr. Leslie F. Scott, K.C., M.P., Mr. Ernest Moon, K.C., Mr. 
F. H. Maugham, K.C., Mr. C. K. Francis, Commander C. R. Samson, 
R.N., Master J. C. Fox, Master J. H. P. Chitty, Mr. J. F. Rowlatt, 
Mr. T. F. Rawle, Mr. E. A. Manisty, Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence, Mr. 
Arthur Wightman, Mr. W. S. Sharpe, Mr. R. 8. Taylor, junr., Mr. 
P. M. Walters, Mr. C. S. Preston, Mr. J. R. Symonds, Mr. A. D. 
Steel, Mr. M. J. Hardcastle, Mr. H. A. McCardie, Mr. A. E. Shuter, 
Mr. Leslie R. Vigers, Mr. A. T. Keeling, Mr. F. Churchill Still, Mr. 
C. Ashworth James, Mr. W. F. Cunliffe, Mr. G. A. Whitfield, Mr. 
Mitchell Templeton, Mr. Alexander Neale, Mr. F. G. Neave, LL.D., 
Mr. Edward Jenks, Mr. A. D. McNair, Mr. C. G. May, Mr. B. L. 
Cherry, Mr. J. F. Beale, Mr. Arthur Underhill, LL.D., Mr. C. C. 
Robinson, Mr. A. R. Prideatx, Mr. C. L. Smiles, Mr. L. C. Cholmeley, 
Mr. Douglas W. Freshfield, Lieutenant-Colonel H. S. Daniell, Mr. T. 
Holmes Gore, Mr. W. J. Bruty, Mr. C. S. Routh, and Mr. W. M. 
Sinclair. : 

The following members of the Council were also present :—Mr. W. M. 
Walters, Mr. J. W. Budd, Sir Albert Rollit, LL.D., Mr. W. H. 
Winterbotham, Sir Henry Johnson, Mr. €. L. Samson, Mr. S. Garrett, 
Mr. R. A. Pinsent, Mr. W. H. Norton, Mr. W. A. Sharpe, Mr. J. W. 
Hills. M.P.. D.C.L., Mr. J. J. D. Botterell, Mr. W. Dowson, Mr. A. H. 
Coley, Mr. Er F. Oldham, Mr. R. 8S. Cleaver, Mr. C. Goddard, Mr. 
R. W. Dibdin, Sir Homewood Crawford, Mr. R. C. Nesbitt, Mr. { * * 
Coward, Mr. W. Dawes, Mr. R. M. Welsford, Mr. W. H. Foster, 
Mr. J. R. B. Gregory, Mr. P. H. Martineau, Mr. L. B. Carslake, 
Mr. J. W. Martin, and Mr. C. E. Barry, together with Mr. B. 2s oe 
Bucknill (secretary), and Mr. E. R. Cook (assistant secretary). 


General Council of the Bar. 


Mr. P. Ogden Lawrence, K.C., has been appointed chairman ; Mr. 
J. Alderson Foote, K.C., vice-chairman; and Mr. T. Tindal Methold, 
hon. treasurer of the Bar Council. The following gentlemen have been 
appointed additional members of the Council : Lord Robert. ( _ 
K.C., M.P., Mr. G. J. Talbot, K.C., Mr. John Sankey, K.¢ -» Mr. 
Ralph V. Bankes, K.C., Sir Philip Gregory, and Mr. G. A. H. Branson. 


The United Law Clerks’ Society. 


The Lord Chief Justice of England, Lord Reading of Earley, has 
consented to preside at the eighty-second anniversary festiva! of the 
society, to be held at the Hotel Cecil, on Thursday, the 14th of May 
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next. The following have been elected acting stewards to conduct the | 


F. Souter (chairman), Mr. George J. Offer (hon. 
secretary), Messrs. W. G. Barrenger, A. G. Davey, J. 8. Drummond, 
W. H. Elliott, George Fisk, W. R. Freeman, J. Mathison, R. J. New 
man, Morris W. Reed, Henry Spray (treasurer), and Tom Spray. 


festival, viz. :—Mr. 


United Law Society. 


A meeting of the above society was held on Monday, the 16th of 
February, at 3, King’s Bench-walk, Temple, E.C. Mr. T. Aynes 
moved ‘* That the case of Herd v. Weardale Steel, Coal and Coke 


Co. (Limited) (1913, L. R. 3 K. B. 771), was wrongly decided.”’ 
Mr. B. Bradshaw opposed The following gentlemen also spoke :— 
Messrs. G. L. Higgins, Sagge (visitor), F. 8S. Cox-Sinclair, Mills 
(visitor), N. Aaron, and T. Jamieson. The motion was lost by 


five votes. 


The Union Society of London. 


The sixteenth meeting of the 1913-14 session was held at 3, King’s- 
bench, Temple, on Wednesday, the 18th of February, at 8 p.m. The 
president was in the chair. Mr. Coran proposed : ‘‘ That in the opinion 
of this house only those men who have served for a definite term with 
the regular or auxiliary forces should, in future, have voting power.’”’ 


Mr. Euston seconded. Other sneakers were: For the motion. Mr. 
Easton, Mr. Willson Against, Mr. Cooke, Mr. Jas. Keary, Mr. Emery, 
Mr. Leigh Lemon, Mr. Gallot. Mr. Steinmann. Upon a division the 
motion was declared lost The house adjourned at 10.30 until the 


20th of February 


? 
Law Students’ Journal. 
The Law Society. 
HONOURS EXAMINATION 
January, 1914. 
At the ex for honours of candidates for admission on the 


roll of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee 
recommended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction : 


LIST. 


mination 


solicitors of 


Crass I.—H. T. Pickles, M.A., LL.B. Victoria (served under articles 
of clerkship to Mr. B Goodfellow, Manchester). 

Crass If.—(In alphabetical order.)—-T. L. Bayley (Mr. R. J. Curtis, 
Birmingham): C. T. Hallam (Mr. C. S. Bigg. of Messrs. Owston. 
Dickinson, Simpson, and Bigg, Leicester: and Messrs. Crowders. 
Vizard, Oldham, and Co., London): P. M. Quiggin (Mr. J. M. 
Quiggin, Livérpool); FE. D. Rose (Mr. C. V. Young, London). 

Crass TIl.—(In alphabetical order.) -E. Brodrick, LL.B. Victoria 
(Mr. A. C. ©. Somers (deceased), and Mr. Henry Harwood, both of 
Manchester): C. J. Geldard (Mr. W. Adams, Plymouth; and Messrs. 
Crowders, Vizard, Oldham, and Co., London): O. Hughes-Jones, B.A., 
LL.B.Cantab. (Mr. J. Peddar, of Messrs. Weightman, Peddar, and 
Cc Liverpool); T. J. Jones (Mr T. W. Griffiths, Aberdare: and 
Mr. J. E. T. Ducker, of Messrs. Moody and Woolley, Derby); J. K. 
Mannooch, LL.B.Cantab. (Mr. FE. R. Donisthorpe, London; and Mr. 
A. C. Dickson, Preston); S. O. Matthews (Mr. G. D. Turner. London): 
R. B. Slade (Mr. J. R. Slade, Swanage); R. B. Smith (Mr. J. K. 
Ibberson; Mr. F. 8S. Stancliffe; and Mr. H. A. Cadman; all of 
Heckmondwike); G. FE. Tunnicliffe (Mr. J. E. Tunnicliffe, of Messrs. 


Mande and Tunnicliffe. London) 


The Council of the Law Society have awarded the following prizes 
of hooks ° 
To Mr. Pickles—The Daniel Reardon prize, value about £23. and 


the Clement's Inn prize, value about £10; to Mr. Hallam—the John 
Mackrell prize, value about £9. 
Fifty-seven candidates gave notice for the examination. 





Law Students’ Societies. 


Unrversiry or Lonpon Inter-Cotrecitr Law Stvvents’ Soctrry.— 
At a meeting held on Tuesday, the 17th of February, 1914, 
University College (the president, Mr. H. F. Silverwood, in the chair), 
the subject for debate was: ‘‘ That C is liable in damages to T under 
the following circumstances :—‘C being apprehensive that his pro- 
perty would be seriously damaged by flood. trespassed on T’s land and 
ent a trench. C acted in the bond-fide belief of danger, and thinking 
that the immediate cutting of the trench was the onlv reasonable and 
available means of averting flood from his land, as was, in fact. the 
ease.’’” Mr. J. F. Macadam opened in the affirmative, and Mr. P. A. 
Wood in the negative. The following members also spoke :—Messrs. 
G. Cuttle, R. F. Levy, G. Morrison, A. C. Crane. L. F. Thompson, 
F. Bradbury, G. M. Green, and G. R. Blake. The leaders having 
replied, the chairman summed up, and, on the motion being put to 
the meeting, it was carried by two votes. 





The Board of Trade have appointed the Hon. W. J. H. Boyle, Senior 
Assistant Official Receiver attached to the Hich Court of Justice in 
Bankruptcy, to be Official Receiver for the Bankruptcy districts of the 
county courts at Croydon, Greenwich, Guildford and Godalming, King- 
ston, and Wandsworth, as from the 16th of February, in succession to 
Mr. Ernest William Joseph Savill. . 


| 
| 


at | 


| passing over War Department roads. 





Obituary. 


Sir William Vincent. 


Sir William Vincent, Bt., died on Monday at the Manor House, 
Stoke D’Abernon. He was half-brother of the late Sir C. E. Howard 
Vincent, M.P., and of Sir Edgar Vincent, chairman of the Dominions 
Royal Commission. He rendered considerable public service, being 
chairman of the Surrey Quarter Sessions, late chairman of the Surrey 
County Council, a county alderman, and a magistrate for Hereford- 
shire, Norfolk, and Surrey. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Ernest GreeNwoop, of Lincoln’s-inn, police magistrate in 
Southern Nigeria, has been appointed Solicitor-General for Sierra 
Leone. He has recently acted temporarily in Southern Nigeria as 


Solicitor-General, and also as a judge of the Supreme Court. Previ- 
ously to his going abroad in 1907, Mr. Greenwood, who is the son of 
Mr. H. Greenwood, of Lincoln’s-inn, was a frequent contributor to 


these columns. 


s- 





General. 


Sir Edward Grey, K.G., will preside at the Creighton Lecture on 
“The Meaning of Truth in History”’ which will be delivered by Lord 
Haldane at University College, London, on Friday, the 6th of -March, 
at 5 p.m. 

The following is the Zimes reprint from 100 years ago of the 17th 
of February :—About half-past four o’clock on Tuesday evening, Read, 
jun., and Matthews observed three men going up Holborn, driving a 
horse and cart; the officers knowing them to be resurrection-men, 
stopped the cart, and after a very hard contest succeeded in securing 
the parties. On examining the cart they found it loaded with no less 
than seven dead bodies, some packed up in baskets, and others in bags. 
They brought the men to the office, and deposited the bodies in the 
strong-room. It is supposed they have been stolen out of Bunhill-row 
burying-ground. The office was crowded yesterday with persons who 
buried some of their relatives last Sunday, in order to see if they 
could recognise any of them. One woman was sure the body of her 
husband was one, another wished to see if the remains of her daughter 
were there ; nothing was to be heard but execration against the prisoners, 
who were committed till this day: their names are, Zhomas Light, 
Wm. Arnott, and — Spelling. 

Sir Henry J. Gibson, Comptroller and Auditor-General, in his report, 
issued on Monday, on the Consolidated Fund Account for 1912-135, com 
ments on the case of a county court judge who retired within five months 
of his appointment, and received an annuity of £500. The modified 
annuity—the maximum allowance being £1,000 a year—was granted by 
the Treasury upon the recommendation of the Lord Chancellor, on the 
ground of permanent infirmity. As the County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 
52 Vict. c. 43), prescribes the appointment of ‘‘ fit persons ’’ to be judges 
of the courts, Sir Henry inquired whether any steps are taken in cases 
such as this to secure that the person appointed is fit physically (as 
well as in other respects). In reply the Lord Chancellor stated that 
the judge’s “‘ position at the time of his appointment, as regards both 
his practice at the bar and his state of health, was well known to every 
one in the profession, and that no exception could have been taken to 
his qualifications.’”” ‘‘I am, however,’’ comments Sir H. J. Gibson, 
‘not informed whether any system or regulation exists for securing in 
judicial as in other public appointments, that the persons appointed 
have the necessary physical fitness, failing which they come prematurely 
on a pension list, which, unlike the ordinary civil pension list, is not 
statutorily safeguarded by any requirement of a minimum period of 
public service or by graduation of pension according to length of tenure 
of office.” 

The coal getters at five collieries near Rotherham owned by two 
companies struck work on Monday, and 9,000 men and boys are idle. 
The difficulty has arisen over the interpretation of Sir Edward Clarke’s 
minimum wage award, by which the minimum was raised from 6s. 9d. 
a day to 7s. 3d. The men contend that to this should be added certain 
percentages, but the owners on Saturday paid at the rate of 7s. 3d. 
without percentages, and this means an actual decrease of 2d. a day. 

Several Army officers on Monday attended at Aldershot Police Court 
upon summonses charging them with driving motor-vehicles at speeds 
which exceeded the local limit. One case, a charge against Captain 
R. G. I. Chichester, 2nd Highland Light Infantry, was heard. The 
prosecution, which was undertaken by Major R. J. A. Terry, Provost- 
Marshal, on behalf of the Secretary of State for War, alleged that the 
defendant contravened a bye-law recently enacted, which set a speed- 
limit of twelve miles per hour to all mechanically-propelled vehicles 
The defence contested the right 
of the Secretary of State for War to make bye-laws regulating the speed 
of motor-vehicles, and alleged that insufficient notice was given of the 
bye-law, which came into force last November. The justices upheld the 
| legality of the bye-law, but dismissed the case on the ground that suffi- 
| cient publicity had not been given to the bye-law. They consented to 
| state a case if necessary. 
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Judgment was given on Monday by Mr. Justice Rowlatt for £13,000 
with costs against Sir Stuart Samuel in the action brought by Mr. 
J. W. Bird as a common informer for sitting and voting in the House 
of Commons when the firm of Messrs. Samuel Montagu & Co., in which 
he was a partner, had contracts for silver with the Secretary of State 
for India. The plaintiff’s claim was for £500 for every day on which 
the defendant sat and voted. His lordship pointed out in his judg- 
ment that a great many of the questions raised in this action had been 
answered by Mr. Justice Scrutton in the previous claim which had been 
made by Mr. Forbes. 

At Derby Assizes, on Tuesday, before Mr. Justice Channel] and a 
special jury, Lily Potter, widow of a labourer, was the plaintiff in an 
action brought under Lord Campbell’s Act to recover damages from 
Messrs. John Welch & Sons (Limited), bleachers and dyers, of Chin 
ley, in respect of the death of her husband, which was alleged to have 
resulted from an accident arising through the personal negligence of 
the defendants, his employers. The plaintiff’s case was that a sliding 
door fell upon her husband’s head and caused a tooth to penetrate his 
tongue and so caused cancer, from which he died. For the defendants 
it was contended that it had not been proved that the cancer was due 
to the accident, and that whatever negligence was shewn was that of 
the plaintiff’s husband and his fellow-workmen and not of the defend 
ants, as was required to be proved under the Act. The jury found 
for the defendants, but to shew their sympathy with the plaintiff handed 
her their fees. The question of compensation, if any, due to her under 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act was reserved. 

At Bow-street Police Court, on Tuesday, before Mr. Hopkins, Peter 
Terroni, trading as Necchi & Terroni, confectioners, Catherine-street, 
Strand, was summoned for that his representative had refused to sell, 
for the purpose of analysis, a sample of milk exposed for sale in his 
shop. Mr. Rotton, who supported the summons on behalf of the West 
minster City Council, said that it had become a custom with the de- 
fendant and several other confectioners to refuse to sell glasses of milk, 
calling attention to a placard shewing that soda and milk only was sup 
plied. An inspector under the Food and Drugs Act recently sent his 
assistant to the defendant’s shop in Catherine-street for a glass of milk. 
and he was told by the manager that they did not sell it. Standing on 
the counter was a vessel containing milk, with the words ‘ pure milk ”’ 
painted on the outside. If this sort of thing was to be allowed the 
authorities might almost have to give up sampling milk. The magistrate 
dismissed the summons. Mr. Rotton remarked that the Council might 
decide to appeal. 








Wry Pay Rent? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the ScorrisH TeMPERANCE Lire AssurANcE Co. (Lrurrep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. ’Phone 6002 Bank.—(Advt.) 





Herrinc, Son & Daw (estab. 1773). surveyors and valuers to 
several of the leading banks and insurance companies, beg to announce 
that they are making a speciality of valuations of every class of pro 
perty under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Valuation offices: 98, | 
Cheapside, E.C., and 312, Brixton-hill, S.W. Telephone: City 377; 
Streatham 130.—(Advt.) 








Tue ‘‘Oxrorp” Secrionan Bookcase appeals not only to book | 
lovers, but to everyone who is weary of the usual bulky type of sec 
tional bookcase. Perfect in workmanship, handsome in appearance. 
and moderate in cost, it is the book-lover’s ideal home for his books. 
Free booklet, describing the only perfect sectional bookcase, may be 
had from the manufacturers, William Baker & Co., Oxford.—(Advt.) 


The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 
Fetruary 26 —Meerers. J. A. & W. Tuarp, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground 
Rents (see advertisement, back page, this week). 


Result of Sale. 
Reverrions, Policy, and Annuity. 

Messrs. H. E. Foster & Crawrretp held their usual Fortnightly Periodical Sale 
of these interests. at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on Thursday last, when the | 
following lota were sol4, at the prices mentioned :— | 

ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS— 











To One-ninth of £4600... ° ° “ .. Bold £130 

To One-eighth of £11,579 .. ee ° ee » £505 

To One-eighth of £11,579 . ° _ » £505 

To One-eighth of £3,535 .. oa o - » £100 
POLICY OF ASSURANCE for £1,000 ; ° » £216 
ANNUITY of £70 op ne - ee £445 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. EMERGENOY APPEAL CouRT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice | 
Rota. No..1 Joycr. WARRINGTON. 

Monday Feb. 23 Mr. Synge Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. Church Mr. Farmer 
Taesday ....2¢ Church rer Farmer Synge 
Wednesday ..25 Farmer Le ich Goldschmidt Bloxam 
Tharaday ....26 Rioxam Church Leach Goldschmidt | 
Friday ......27 Greswell Synge Borrer Leach 
Saturday ....28 Jolly Farmer Greswell Chureb 


4 


| RELIANCE SHIPPING Co, LTD. 


| ANDREWS, FRANCIS JosEPH, Bromley, Keat Mar 22 


| AUSTEN, MARTHA ELIZABETH, Keigate Mar 25 


| BENNETT, BENJAMIN, Stanhope terr, Hyde Park, Brewer 


| BONES, GEORGINA, Ampthill, Bedford 





Dat: Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
je NEVILLE. EvE. SARGANT. ASTBURY. 
Monday Feb.23 Mr. Jolly Mr. Leach Mr. Borrer Mr. Bloxam 
Tuesday ....24 Greswell Goldschmidt Leach Jolly 
Wednesday ..25 Borrer Church Greswell Synge 
Thursday ....26 Synge Gre3well Jolly Farmer 
Friday ......27 Farmer Jolly Bloxam Church 
Saturday ....28 Bloxam Borrer Synge Go!dschmidt 





Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


London Gazette.—F RIDAY, Feb. 13. 


EASTERN AND GENERAL ASSOCIATION, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 9, 
to send-their nanes and adcresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to 
John William Woodthorpe, Lea‘enhall- buildings, liquidator. 

HARTSHORN, SMITH & Co, Ltp.—-Creditors are required, on or before Mar 31, to send 
in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Colin Grant-Smith, Gresham Chambers, Lichfield st, Wolverhampton, liquidator. 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lrurrep ry Omaworey. 
London Gazette -TUESDAT, Feb 17. 

ARKELLS AND WALTERS, LTD., BUTE DocKs, CARDIFF (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION). 
—Crevitors are required. on or before Mar 12, to send their names and addresses, 
and particulars of their debts or claims, to Jobu Percy Mountjoy, 27, High st, Cardiff 
liquidator. 

UALICIAN STATE LANDS PETROLEUM Co, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before 
Mar 81, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims 
to Arthur Whittaker, 3, York st, Manchester, liquidator. 

4opE's PATENT, LTD. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or 
b-fore Feb 28, to send their names ani aidresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Charles J March, 23, Queen Victoria st, liquidator. 

OXYCHLORIDES (1907), Ltp. (IN LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or before 
April 9, to send in their names and addresses, and the particula s of their debts and 
claims, to Mr. H: A. McMahon, Winchester House, Old Broad st, iquidator, 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
LIVERPOOL ABATTOIR Co. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, 
on or before Feb 27, to send their names an! addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Caarles Edward Dolb *, 51, North John st, Liverpool, liquidator. 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette—FRIDAY, Feb. 13. 


SOUTHFIELD MANUFACTURING Co, LTD. 

BRINSCALL MANUF .CTURING Co, LTD, 

YORKSHIRE PLASTER WORKS, LTD. 

SANDRINGHAM STOKES, LTD. 

MELVILLE, INGRAM & CREE, LTD. 

Jaco & MELHUISH, LTD 

VIADS ADVERTISING Co, LTD. 

LOCOMOTIVE PURIFIER AND FUEL ECONOMISER, LTD. 
THE UNITED STA ES AND CANADA DECREASING 8S. NDIOATE, LTD. 
EXHIBITION ATTRACTIONS, LTD. 

HOVELER'S LIQUID FUEL APPLIANCES, LTD. 

BRISTOL CHANNEL SH'POWNERS’ ASSUCIATION, 





NARDINI, LTD. 
HOLLOWAY CINEMATOGRAPH THEATRE, LTD. 
SHREWSBURY MoTOR CAR CO, LTD. 
KENT ELECTRIC POWER SYNDICATE, LTD. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Feb. 
ROTHERAM MOTOR AND TAXI-CAB Co, LTD, 
G. F. MasHFoRD & Son, LTD. 
G. H. Linston & Son, LTD. 
ARCHER, RITCHIE & Co, LTD. 


17. 


| CHESTERFIELD CAFE Co, LTD. 
| LIVERPOOL ABATTOIR CO. 


INCOMATI ESTATES, | TD. 
H. S. MENDELSSOHN, LTD. 


| LUNSFORD STE\MSHIP Co, LTD. 


OXYCHLORIDES (1907), LTD. 

BRIGHTEN, MALCOLM AND KING, LTD. 

HALL AND SEARLE, LTD. 

NIGERIA BITUMEN CORPORATION, LTD. 
LONDON AND PROVINCIAL Datry Co, LTD. 
LIVERPOOL STAVE Co, LTD. 

GALICIAN STATE LANDS PETR°LEUM Co, LTD. 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Feb. 13. 


Stewart, The Public Trustee 
Clement's inn 

ANSTRUTHER, MARY FRANCES, Bexhill onSes Mar 25 Letts Bros, Bartlett’s bidgs 

Smith, Reigate 

BARNES, THOMAS, Penn, Bueks, Fruiterer Mar 17 Mawby & ©», Queen st 

Mar 25 Beyning & Son 
Dunstable 

BLOSSE, EULARIA BRUCE LYNCH, Leamington Marl Field & Sons, Leamington 

Marl4 Myatt, Great Tower st 

BRADLEY, THOMAS, West Hartlepool Mar 30 Smith, West Hartlepool 

BRIGDEN, GEORGE FRANK, Sydenham, Corn Merchant Mar 16 Hoare, Lincoin’s inn 
flelds 

BUCKLAYD, SARAH, Rye, Sussex Mar7 Dawe; & Co, Rye 

CALVERT, MARY ANNE, Tottenham Mar 31 Walker & Rowe, Union ct, 9d Broad st 

CHRISTIE, WILLIAM LANGHAM, Glyndebourne, ne Lewes Mar 16 Rawle & Co, Bedford 
row 

Cor, Mari, Acris st, Wanisworth Mar 31 Timbrell & Deighton, Cannon st 

CoLeRIDGr, ARTHUR DUKE, Cromwell pl, South Kensington, Barrister at Law 
Shield & Mackarness, Petersfield 

CROSBY, WINIFRED AMELIA, Congleton Feb 24 

DALRYMPLE-HAY, ELLINOR ALICE, Cambridge Mar 12 


Mar 25 


HL & W P Read, Congleton 
Stanley, Cambridge 
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De LAPRE, MARIE ANTOINETTE VIRGINIE, St Mary Cray, Kent Mar18 Burnie, Grace- | 


church st 

GILL, Georos WILLIAM, Gilling West, Yorks, Farmer 
Yorks 

Goutoney, WILLIAM Hexry BRownING, Walm’r, Kent 
Lincoln’s inna 

GoRHAM, WILLIAM ARTHUR, Adelaide, South ‘Australia 
Crancery In 

GRAHAM, WILLIAM ISAAC, Stutton, Suffolk Mar 17 

GREENWOOD, WILLIAM, Mytholmroyd, Yorks Mar 31 

Haaoer, JAMEs, Southend oa Sei, Contractor Mar 9 


Sut 


on Sea 

HAMILTON“, JANE HritTon, Halstead, Essex, Hotel Proprietress 
Sudburv 

HArgison, Henry ANTHONY, Yiewsley, Middix Mar 24 


Victoria st 
HIBBER', FRANCIS GORDON, 
Cheltenham 
Hint, Mary ANN, Edgbiston, Birmingham 
Hoop, James Ropert, Hales, Norfolk Mar 18 
Hoop, THOMAS, Seaton Burn, Northumberland, Joiver 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
Horton, JOHN May, Aldington, Kent, 
Huron, Rosert, Newark upon Trent 
RUST, SARAH, Shere, Surrey Mar 21 
ISAAC, ANNIE, Porchester sq Mur 31 
KSOWLEs, JAN*«, Shanklin, { of W 


Charlton Kings, 


Mar Il 


Feb 23 


Feb 


Law, AGNEs COCHRANE, Marylands rd, 5t Peter's Pk, Middix Mar3l 


st, Strand 

LEE, Grotar, Weston super Mare Mar 14 

Leg, NICHOLAS, South Shields, Staithsman 
Shields 

LILLIneTon, HeLeN, Ilfracombe Mar 14 

MACKARNESS, EpirH Mary, Caversham, nr Reading 
Petersfield 

MATTHEWS, Mary Evizanetu, Shouldham, 
k 


Mar 10 


et 
MELLOR, LAURA ANNE, Eastbourne Mar 17 Bird & Bird, 
OLDFIELD, RICHARD, Portsmou.h, Miners! Wa:er Man .facturer 


Brutton, Portsmouth 
PAGE, GEorG#, Shrewsbary 
Paice, Henry RIcHarp, 

Bishop's Waltham 
PAMPHILON, Mary, Bromley, Kent 
Prppock, JOHN, Cambridge Mur 25 


Mar 12 
B.shop’s Waltham, brewer 
Mar 31 
King, Cambridge 


ROBERTSON, JOHN RUSSELL TaOMSON, Broadhurst gins, Hampstead 


Co, Queen Victoria st 
Rosson, ERNEST, Leybourne pk, Kew gins 
Smith, WILLIAM, Kilburn Park rd. Kilburn Mar %0 
STEPHENSON, WILLIAM HeNkY, New Union st, Moorfields 

Flegg & Son, Laurence Pountney hill 
STOCKINGS, ELIzaBeTH, Thorpe Saint Andrew, Norfolk 
Norwich 
STRATHON, M'INNIE, Plymouth Mar9 Mahany, Plymouth 
SumNer, HELEY, Turton, Lancs Mar 31 
TAYLOR, PRANK, Cariton hill, st John's Wood 
WALKER, SARAH ANN, Leeds April7 
WALLIS, WALTER WILLIAM, Winchester Feb 28 
WARREN, Amos, Thorngate rd, Paddington Mar 10 
WILKINSON, JAMES RENNI¥, Addington, Northampton 
Thrapston 
Woop, ELIZABETH, Cockermou h 


Mar 2% 


Mar 20 


Bankruptcy Notices. | 


London Gazett?—Fativay, Feb. 6, | 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
AARONS, LAZARUS, Ladbroke grove, Merchant Feb 17 at 
1t Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
BARKER, EDWIN WILLIAM, Sydenham, Grocer Feb 16 at 
1t 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge r4 
BARKER, THOMAS LLEWELLYN, East Dereham, Norfolk, 






Agricultural Engineer Feb 14 at 1.30 Off Rec, 8, 
King st, Norwich 
Beck, Kuru Eve ®, Kingston upon Hall Feb 1¢ at 


11.30 Off 
Hull 
BEVERLEY, GEORGE ISAAC, Rylett rd, Shepherd's Bush 
Feb 16 at 11 Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 
BUrTERWORTH, HAROLD LEO, Kensington High st 

at il2 Hankruptcy bidgs, C vrey st 
CAMPBELL, WILLIAM, Victoria st, Westminister, Merchant | 
Feb 17at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
CARTER, ALFRED KRNEsT, Oxford, Carrier 
1,8¢ Aldate’s, Oxford 
CAUDLE, WALTER WILLIAM, Tewkesbury, Greengrocer 
Feo 14at 3.30 Coun'y Court bligs, Cheltenham 
CHAPMAN, FREDERICK GEORGE GRAHAM, Claxton, Norfolk, 


Rec, York City Bauk chmbrs, Lowgate, | 


Feb 16 | 
} 


Feb 14 at 12 


Miller Feb 14 at 11.3' Off Rec, 8, King +t, 
Norwich 
CHARLTON, ARTHUR, Keighley, Wardrobe Dealer Feb 16 


atll Off Kec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

CHILDS, EMMA, and IDA Scott, Ipswich 
Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich | 

CLARKE, WILLIAM HENRY, Harrogate, Cycle Dealer Feb 
17 at3 Off Rec, The Red House, 
York 

BOWEN, JAMES DE LARA, Friars Park, Acton 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

COOKE, CHARLES WILLIAM, Shanklin, Isle of Wight, Retail 
Grocer Febi7 at 12 Off Rec, 98, High st, Newport, 
Isié of Wight 

Cox, WILLIAM JAMES JosEPH, Scarborough, Printer 
18at4 Off Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 

DAVENPORT, HERBERT, Newtown Shop, Baschurch, Salop, | 


Feb 18 at 2.30 


Feb 17 at 1 


| 
Feb 


7 Feb 14 at 2.30 Off Rec, 22, Swan Hill, Shrews- 

yury 

DAVIES, FLORENOE, and ADA DAvrtEs, Bishop Auckland, 
Durham Feb18 at2.30 Off Bec, 3, Manor pl, Sun- 
derland 


Doovson, GEORGE, Waleall Feb 17 at Off Rec, 30, | 


Lichfield st, Wolverhampton 


12 


DOWLE, HENRY WILLIAM, Emsworth, Sussex, Market | 
Gardener Feb 17 at 12 Off Ree, 124, Marlboroagh pl, 
Brighton 


EVANS, DAVID HvGH, Lianelly, Outfitter Feb 16 at 11.45 


pe Fa St Catherine's chmbrs, 8t Catherine st, Ponty- | BeEok, RuTH ELEANOR, Kingston upon Hull 
P 





Mar 14 


Mar 18 J hnson & Co, New sq, 


jirkett & Co, Ipswinh 
‘liffe, f#lebden Bridge 
Gegson & Powell, Southend 


nr Cheltenham 
Rankin, Birmingham 
Copeman & Co, Loddon, nr Norwich 
Mar 10 
Farmer Feb 23 Kingsford & Co, Ashford 
Franks, Newark upon T ent 

Bra» wt, Gray's inn sq 

Montaga & Co, Bucklersbury 

Smith & B ooks, Stockport 


Nicholson & Co, Colenan st 
J. ud. & H. F. Rennoldson, South 


Gwynn & Co, Bristol 
Feb 28 


Norfolk Mar il 


Thorne & Co, Wolverhampton 
Mar 25 


Dennes & Co, 


Mar 16 Sanders, Lincoln's inn fields 
Pewocsk & Uo, Grays inn 


Hayton & Co, (% 


| JONES, WILLIAM, Nastymoel, 


Duncombe pl, | 


| PiIMM, ARTHUR, Norwich, Grocer 


Hodgson, Richmond, com, & . 
Liverpool 


Mari6 Eagleton & Sons 


Mar 10 Steed & Steed, 


Slough 
Sanderson & Co., Queen 


Haddock, 


Strand 
Mar 14 


Dickinsoa & Co, 


JENKINS, JOHN, Wrexham 


Singleton, Essex 


Shield & Mackarness, Stone, Staffs 


Mellor, Downham Mar- 


Gray's inn sq 


Mar 25 Hobbs & 


Warner & Kirby, Newcastle upon Tyne 


Chancery In 


Mar 18 King & Liverpool 


land 


Shipping Buyer Mar 16 


Mar 25 Barnard & Son, 


ANWYLL, JosEPpH, New Brighton, Chester, Team Owner 


CLARK, EL&ANOR LapD, Framlingham, Middix 


CLEGG, JONATHAN, Fleetwoo1l, Lancs 
CorrtamM, CLARA EMILY, Homefield rd, Wimbledon 
CoWLRICK, CHARLES, Kirk Ella, Yorks 
CRESSWELL, HERBERT, Sutton, Hereford, Farmer Mar 20 Easton. Hereford 
DoW3ON, MARY JANE, South Shields Feb 28 Steavenson, & Co, Darlington 
EpMONDS, THOMAS, Bathford, Somerset Mar9 Moger, Bath 
GrRtrFitTHs, EstHeR, Seacombe, Chester 
INMAN, ANNE BREWIS, Rhyl, Flint 
JACKMAN, WILLIAM, Tunbridge Wells 
April 7 
Jones, THOMAS, Manchester, builder April 6 Ogden & Co, Manchester 
LANG, WILLIAM, Cleveland rd, Ealing Mar4 Nicholson & Co, Coleman st 
LAZARAS, ISAAC, Newcastle upon Tyne 
LECAAN, GEORGE, Ashford, Middix Mar 2) ’ 
MARTIN, JoHN, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Contractor Mar 21 Stoddard, Birmingham 
| May, EMILY Datsy. Guildford Mar 28 Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford row 
MEDDINGS, JOHN, Hilderstone, nr Stone, Staffs, Farmer 


REED, JoHN, York Mar28 Kay, York 
ROAN, ELIZABETH ANN, First st, Chelsea Mar 23 
ROBINSON, ARTHUR MUSCHAMP, Oxton, Birkenhead, JP Mar 31 


SMITH, Rev FREDERICK, Woodchester Rectory, Glos Mar 31 
ampton st, Bloomsbury 

SMITH, JAME3 WILLIAM, Keith gv, Shepherd's Bush 
Soutnampton st, Kloomsbury 

STEVENS JAMES, Bedminster, Bristol, Licensed Victualler Mar 25 Hobbs, Bristol 


London Gasette.—TUESDAY, Feb. 17, 
JoHN ARCHIBALD, Cambridge st, Pimlico Mar 24 


Trinder & Co, Leaden- 
Mar 2% Quinn & Co, 


Aspury, Joan, Liverpool, Cotton Dealer Mar 31 Snowhball%& Co, Liverpool 
AusTIN, JoHN, East Pennard, Somerset 
BARLOW, GeorGE, New Cavendish st, Mar 25 
BLAND, AGNES, Sheffield April6 Bramley & Son, Sheffield 
BRADY, HANNAH, Gawber, nr Barnsley, Yorks 
BUSZARD, FRANK, Dallington, Northampton Mar 31 
CHARSLEY, GEORGE ALLINGTON, Beaconsfield, Bucks 


Mari8 Austin & Bath, Glastonbury 
Lithgow & Pepper, Wimpole st 


Mar 16 Bury & Walters, Barnsley 
Dennis & Co, Northampton 
Mar 17 Charsley & Reynolds, 
Mar 12 Withers & Co, Arundel st, 


Mar 31 Gaulter, Fleetwood 
Mar 14 Torr & Co, Bedford row 


Mar 10 Scott & Cooper, Hull 


Mar 19 Jackson, Liverpool 
Mar 31 Kite, Queen Victoria st 

Mar 31 Cripps & Cv, Tunbridge Wells 
Davies, Cardiff 


Mar 31 ‘Turner, Newcastle upon Tyns 
Gane & Tattersall, Great St H2lens 


Mar 20 Walters & Welch, 


MILNE, HANNAH, Royton, Lancs Mar 14 Watson & Co, Shaw : : 
MORRIS, ALFRED, Hockley, Birmingham, Haulier April4 Restall & Co, Birmingiam 
NASH, CHARLES HERBERT, Cumberland mans, Marylebone 
Harding, Lincoln's inn fields 
PHILPOT, RoBERT, East Molesey, Surrey. Mar25 Philpot & Co, New sq 
PRATT, EDWIN, Lincoln, Alderman and J P Mar 12 Andrew & Thompson, Linvoln 
| RAYNER, RALPH THOMPSON, Sudan, Egypt, Engineer Mar 17 


March 31 Harding & 


Wilkinson & Marshall, 


Arnoli& Co, Salter’s Hall ct 
Toulmin & Co 


ROUTLEDGE, MARY JANE, Barnsley Mari14 S & S H C-rtmell, Brampton, Cumber- 


Dalston & Co, South- 
April 30 Stileman & Neate, 


STEWART, ALEXANDER. FRANOIS, Aldeburg, Suffolk Mar7 Mayhew & Sons, Saxmund- 


Fullagar & Co, Bolton ham 
Ward & Co, King st 
Bulmer & Co, Leeds 

Luff & Raymond, Wimborne 
Chown, Frederick's pl 








Notts, Farmer Feb 17 at 11 Off Rec, 4, C.stle pil, 
Park st, Nottingham 

GOLDBERG, IskAkL, Liverpool, Confectioner Feb 17 at 11 
Off Rec, Union Marine bidgs, 11, Dale sc, Liverpool 

HARTLEY, SAMURL, Halifax, Stutf Merchant Feb 17 at 10.15 
County Court House, Presc stt st, Halifax 

HUNTER, ARCHIBALD, Grangetown, Yorks, Grocer Feb 14 
at li Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middles- 
brough 

ISLE, CHARLES, High Burnham, nr Haxey, Lincs, Farmer 
Feb 1s at 12 Off Rec, 10, Bank st, Lincoln 

Jounson, THOMA~, Dudiey, Worcester, Explosives 
Expert Feb 16 at 12 Off Rec, 1, Priory st, Dudley 

Glam, Colliery Lab >urer 


Feb 16 at 3 Off Rec, 117, St Mary's st, Cardiff 


| JONES, WILLIAM Herny, Whalley Kange, Manchester, 


Commercial [raveller Feb 16at3 Oif Rec, Byrom st, 
Manchester 
KENT, WILLIAM, Seaford, Sussex, Coa! Agent 
lL Off Rec, \24, Marlborough pl, Brighton 
LAMB, JAME3 JOHN, Gloucester, Engine Driver 
12 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 
Lewis, P P, Park p:, 8t James’ Feb 16 11.30 
bidgs, Carey st 
LLoyp Hvueu RicHaArp, Abertridwr, Collier Feb 16 at 11.30 


Feb 14 at 
Feb 6 at 


Bankruptcy 





Off Rec, St Catherine's camobrs, St Catherine st, | 
Pontypridd 
LOCKE, HARRY EDWARD SCHOLES, Leicester, Furniture 


Dealer Feb l4at 12 Off Rec, Be.ridge st, Leicester 
NORTH, ROGER, Elsing, Norfolk, Poultry Farmar Feb 14 at 
l Off Rec, 8, Kingst, Norwich 
PALMER, MARIA, Rothwell, Northamptoa 
Off Rec, Che Parade, Northam pton 
PARKINSON, ERNEST HENRY, Normanby by Stow, Lincs, 
Farmer Feb 19 at 12.30 Off Rec, 10, Bank st, Lincoin 
PAYNE, ROBERT, Methwold, Norfolk, Farmer Feb 14 at 
12:15 Off Rec, 8, King st, Nocwich 
Feb 16 at 12.30 


Feb 16 at 12 


off 
Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 

WILLIAMS, GEORGE FREDERICK, Dorchester, Dorset, Tailor 
Feb 17 at 1 Off Rec, City chmors, Catherine st, 
Salisbury 

ZANELLI, ANNIE ELIZABETH, Silloth, Cumberland Feb 16 
at4 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALLSopp, WILLIAM HENRY, Derby, Fruiterer Derby Pet 
Feb 2 Ord Feb? 

ATKINS, THOMAS EDWARD, South Norwood Hill, Surrey, 
Medical Practitioner Croydon Pet Jan 20 Ora 
Feb 8 

Kingston 

upon Hull PetFeb2 Ord Feb 2 








THOMPSON, SARAH, Leeds Mar6 Hepwor‘h & Chadwick, Leeds 
TIDSWELL, TAMAR, Shipley, Yorks Mar 15 
CiMMINS, CAROLINE, Walsall 
VINES, ELLEN ANNE, Hove, Sussex 


Crabtree, Bradford 

Mar 16 Miller, Walsall 

Mar 15 Hunter & Haynes, New sq 

Farmer Mar 7 Scott & Co, Penrith 


Mar :3 Hunnyban & Sons, : ~ 
WATSON, THOMAS, Armathwaite, Cumberland, 
vckermouth WILLIAMS, OBADIAH, Redwick, Mon, Farmer April 5 Burpitt, Newport 
FREEM\N, CHARLES HENRY DUNSTAN, Woodborough, 


BERRY, WALTER NORMAN, and HARRY BAMBER, Man - 
chester, Ele:trical Engineer Manchester Pet Jan 31 
Ord Feb 4 

BYE, ALBERT ARUNDEL, Sheffield, 
Sheffield Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

CHARLTON, ARTHUR, Keighley, Wardrobe’Dealer Bradford 


Commercial Clerk 


Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb4 

CHILDS, EMMA, and Ipa Scort, Ipswich Ipswich Pet Feb 
2 Feb 2 

CLARKE, WILLIAM HENRY, Harrogate, Cycle Dealer York 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 


Coomegs, Herperr GeorGe, Six Bells, Mon, Baker Trede- 
gat Pet Feb3 Ord Fed3 

Cox, WILLIAM JAMES JoSEPH, Scarborough, Printer Scar- 
borough Pet Feb3 Ord Febd3 


| CORPHEY, A, St James’st High Court Pet Oct 31 Ord 


Feb 3 

DAVENPORT, HERBERT, Baschurch, Salop, Baker Shrews- 
bury Pet Febz Ord Feb 2 

DEVONALD, THOMAS, Lampeter Velfrey, Pembroke, Car- 
penter Pembroke Dock Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 3 

DICKMAN, HERBERT ERNEST, Dames rd, Furest Gate, 
Cinema Dealer High Court Pet Jan6 Ord Feb4 

DRIVER, JAMES, Merthyr Tydfil, Fruiterer Merthyr 
Tydtil Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 

ELLIS, RICHARD THOMAS, Trefriw. Carnarvonshire, Draper 
Portmadoc Pet Jan 23 Ord Feb 4 ‘ 

Evans, Davip Hua, Lianelly, Vuifitter Pontypridd 
Pet Jan9 Ord Feb 4 

FAIRHEAD, WALTER. Cobholm, Great Yarmou h, Carter 
Great Yarmouth Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

FLINN, FREDERICK FITZROY, Bangor, Licensed Victualler 
Bangor Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb4 . 

FRANCIS, THOMAS WILLIAM, Carmarthen, Licensed Victu- 
aller Carmarthen Pet Feb4 Ord Feb4 

GARRITT, JOHN AUSTIN, Twickenham, Commi sion Agent 
Brentford Pet Sept 11 Ord Feb 2 

ISLE, CHARLES, High Burnham, nr Haxey, Lincs, Farmer 
Lincoln Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 30 

JOHNSON, THOMAS, Dadley, Explosives Expert Dudley 
Pet Dec16 Ord Feb 2 

Jones, MorRIS, Blaenau, Festiniog, Merionethshire, Coa 
Merchant Portmadoc Pet Feb3 wurd Feb3 

Jones, WILLIAM HENRY, Manchester, Commercial 
Traveiler Manchester Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 

KiN@, JoserH, Market Hall, Derby, Nurseryman Derby 
Pet Jan19 Ord Feb2 : 

LuoyD, Hues Ricwarp, Abertridwr, Glam, Collier Ponty- 
pridd Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 3 ye 
LocKE, HARRY EDWARD SCHOLES, Leicester, Furniture 

Dealer Leicester Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 3 
LUCKMAN, A, Dick, Chancery In, High Court Pet Sept 23 
Ord Keb 4 


MENZEL, Gustav, Jerningham rd, New Cross, 


Factory 
Foreman High Court Pet Jan 29 Ord Feb 4 


























Feb. 2t, tor4. 
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MINNS, ALFRED FRANCIS, Chertsey, Surfey, Laundry Pro- 
prietor Kingston, Surrey Pet Jan 15 Ord Jan 31 


MITOHELL, AUGUSTUS, Gracechurch st, Financier High 
Court Pet Oct 10 Ord Feb 4 
PALMER, ALFRED JoaN, Syderstone, Norfolk, Baker Nor- 


wich Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 3 

PARKINSON, ERNEST HENRY, Normanby by Stow, Lincs, 
Farmer Linco.n Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 

PHILLIPS, SAMUEL, Gwauncaegurwen, Glam, 
Assistant Neath Pet F+b 3 Ord Feb3 

PsIMENOS, GEORGE JOHN, Welbeck st High Court Pet 
Dec 12 Ord Feb 4 

SaGe, CHARLES FREDERICK, Upper Parkstone, Dorset, Jour- 
neyman Cabinet Maker Poole Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 

Swirt, JOHN, Formby, Lancs, Cowkeeper Liverpool Pet 
Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 

TRELOAR, NICHOLAS, Hafod, Swansea, Newsagent Swan- 
sea t Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 

TWEMLOW, GEORGE, Rode, Chester, Farmer Macclesfield 
Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 

WALTON, FREDERICK, Sheffield, Confectioner Sheffield 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb2 

WARN, JOSEPH, Portsmouth, Accountant. Portsmouth 
Pet Jan 15 Ord Jan 31 

Wess, ALBERT ERNEST, Brynmawr, 
Tredegar Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 

WILLIAMS, THOMAS LLOYD, Liansamlet, Glam, Grocer 
Swansea Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 


Grocer’s 


Brecons, Plumber 


WILLOUGHBY, JOHN CHARLES, Northallerton, Saddler 
Northallerton Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 

WRAY, CHARLES FREDERICK, Harrogate York Pet Dec 19 
Ord Feb 3 


London Gazette. —TUESDAY, Feb. 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
BENTLEY, JAMES EDWARD, Bolton, Hatter Bolton Pet 
Feb6 Ord Feb6 
BOLTON, SIDNEY GEORGE, and SEPTIMUS FICKEN, Luton, 
Beds. Plumbers Luton Pet Feb 5 Ord Feb5 
BoyLE, ARTHUR EDWARD, Leytonstone, Hat Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 5 
BROOKS, ANTHONY, Great Bentley, Essex, Farmer Col- 
chester Pet Jan14 Ord Feb 6 
BurGcess, ALFRED JAMES, Mattishall, 
Norwich Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 7 
CLAYTON, JOHN, Buxton, Grocer Stockport Pet Feb 5 
Ord Feb 5 
CRAV ~\ a AMES, Warter, Yorks, Joiner York Pet Feb 5 
Orc 5 
Doopson, nanan, Ny we Retail Jeweller Walsall Pet 
Jan 21 Ord F 
EDWARDS, GEORGE mn Mountain Ash, Glam, Jeweller 
Aberdare Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 
ENEVER, EDWIN ALEXANDER, Streatley House, Piccadilly 
cir, Financier High Court vet Decl Ord Jan 5 
Fox, George E, Anerley, Journalist High Court Pet 
Jan 13 Ord Feb 6 
Giazer, Horace MYER, Conduit st, Tailor High Court 
Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 6 
GUTTRIDGE, NELSON A $t Leonards on Sea, Draper 
Hastings Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 6 
HARRISON, WALTER, South Hili pk, Hampstead High 
Court Pet Jan 9 Ord Fevé 
Hassan, Isach, Leadenhall st, Merchant High Court 
Pet Jan 26 Ord reb5 
HICKS, JULIAN ALEXANDER ROBERT, Ormiston rd, Shep- 
herd’s Bush, Scene Painter High Court Pet Feb 6 
Ord Feb 6 
Hopeson, CHRISTOPHER, Northallerton, Joiner North- 
allerton Pet Feb 5 Ord Feb 6 
METCALFE, JOHN, Scotforth, Lancs, | Painter 
Pet Febd6 Ord Febé 
MITCHELL, ANNIE OLIVIA, Bradford Bradford Pet Feb7 
rd Feb 7 


Nor-olk, Grocer 


Preston 


OSBORNE, BENJAMIN, Aberdare, Haulier Aberdare Pet 
Feb4 Ord Feb 4 

PARKER, Hersert, Nelson, Lancs, Mason's Labourer 
Burnley Pet Feb4 Ord Feo4 

Pops, HARRY, Deerhurst, Glos, Plumber’ Cheltenham 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 7 

POWELL and SMITH, Carmarthen, Grocers Carmarthen 


Pet Jan 28 Ord Feb7 

PrREscoTT, JOsEPH ANDREW, Lower Inc2, nr Wigan, Grocer 
Wigan Pet Feb 7 Ord Feb 7 

ROBERTS, JAMES, Deri, Glam, -Engins Driver Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 7 

SAYER, HERBERT, Lowestoft, Chartered Accountant 
Great Yarmonth Pet Jan 13 Ord Feb 7 


SORUTON, ERNEST WILLIAM, ete Dental Mechanic 
Nottingham Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 

SISSON, MEYNELL, Ilkeston, Derby, Hawker Derby Pet 
Feb 5 Ord Feb 5 

STEVENS, SUSAN LYDIA, ) 7 an sq, Balham High 
Court Pet Nov27 Ord Keb 

SURBECK, HERMANN, Cheapside ‘High Court Pet Dee 11 
Ord Feb 5 

THACKTHWAITE, THOMAS MICHAEL, Northwood, Middlx, 
Company Director Windsor Pet Dec 18 Ord Feb 7 

vom JOHN, Fleet st High Court Pet Nov 27 Ord 
feb 5 

WILLIAMS, RICHARD PREECE, Nicholas ln 
Pet Jani5 Ord Feb5 - 

WoopER, WILLIAM WALTER, Great Portland st, Lizensed 
Victualler High Cours Pet Jan20 Ord Feb 5 


High Court 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
ALLSOoPP, WILLIAM HENRY, Derby, Fruiterer Feb 18 at 3 
Otf Kec, 12, St. Peter's churchyard, Derby 


BERRY, WALTER NORMAN, and HARRY SBAMBER, Man- 
chester, Electrical Eagineers Feb 18 at 3 Utf Rec, 
Byrom st, Manchester 

Booron, LOUIS WILLIAM, jand JOHN WILLIAM EKE, 
Stocktun on Tees, Manufacture:s Feb 19 at 11.3u | 


Otf Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middie,brough 

BOYLE, ARTHUR EDWARD, Leyt: ustune, Ha 
Feb 19 at 12 Bankrupicy bidgs, Carey st 

BYE, ALBERT ARUNDEL, Sheffield, Commercial Clerk 
18 at 12.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

CASSELL, CHARLES, Sheffield, Furrier Feb 18 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, Figtree In, Sh-ffeld 

COOMBES, HERBERT GEORGE, Abertillery, Mon, Baker 
— 2vatil Of Rec, 144, Commerciai st, Newport, 

on 

CRAVEN, JAMES, Warter, Yorks, 
Oif Rec, The Red Huse, Duncombe pl, York 

DRIVER, JAMES, Merthyr Tydfil, Fruiterer Feb 18 at 12 
Off Rec, County Coart, ‘town Hall, Merthyr Tyafil 

EDWARDS, GEORGE JONES, Mountain Ash, Glam, Jeweller 
Feb 20 at 11.30 Off Rec, St Catherine’s chmbs, St 
Catherine st, Pontypridd 

ELLIS, RICHARD THOMAs, Trefriw, Carnarvonshirée, Drap2r 
Feb 18 at 12.30 Eagles Hotel, Llanrwst 

ENEVER, EDWIN ALEXANDER, Streatley Huuse, 
circus, Financier Feb 19 at 1 
Carey st 


Feb 


Piccadilly 


Fox, GEORGE E, Anerley, Journalist Feb 19 at 11 Bank- | 


ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

GLAZER, HORACE MYER, C mduit st, 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

GUTTRIDGE, NELSON WILLIAM, St Leuvnardson Sea, Draper 
Feb 19 at 2.30 Off Rec, 12a, Marlborough pil, 
Brighton 

HAHN, JOHN, Deptford, Baker Feb 13 at 12 132, York rd, 
Westminster Bridge rd 

HARRISON, WaLTER, Suuth Hill pk, geet Feb 20 
at 11.30 Bankruptcy bldss, Carey st 

HASSAN, ISACH, Lea.enhall st, Merchant 
Ba: ikruptcy bidgs, Varey st 

HICKS, JULIAN ALEXANDER ROBERT, Ormiston rd, Shep- 
herd,s Bush, Scene Painter Feb20 atll Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 


Tailor Feb 20 at 1 


Feb 18 at 11 


JONES, MORRIS, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, Coal 
Merchant Feb 19 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 
KING, JOSEPH, Market Hall, Derby, Nurserymim. Feb 18 

at 2.30 Off Rec, 12, St Peter's churchyard, Derby 
LAMPERT, HENRY ALBERY, Cheshunt, Herts, Baker Feb 
19 at 12 14, Bedford 10w 
MITCHELL, ANNIE OLIVIA, Bradford Feb 19 at 11 Off 


Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

OSBORNE, BENJAMIN, Aberdare, Haulier Feb 20 at 12 
Off Kec, St Vatherine’s cambrs, 3t Catherine st, 
Ponty pridd 

PALMER, ALFRED JOHN, Syderstone, Norfolk, Baker Feb 
1s at 4 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

SAGE, CHARLES FREDERICK, Upper Parkstone, Dorset, 
Journeyman Cabinet Maker Feb 18 at 12 Off Rec, 
Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, Southampton 





SHARPE, SAMUKL, Doucaster, Pluaber Feb 18 at 12 Of 
Rec, Figtree ln, sheftield 

SHEPHERD, and WARD, F., Enfield, Boot Dealers, Feb 
19at3 14, Beiford row 

STEVENS, SUSAN Lypia, Nightingale sq, Balham, Feb 19 
at 1 Bankraptcy bldgs, Carey 8t | 

SURBEOK, HERMANN, Cheapside Feb 20 at 12 Bank- 


ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Manufacturer | 


Joiner Feb 20 at 3.45 | 


Baukruptcy bidgs, | 


Swit, JoHN, Formby, Lancs, Cowkeeper Feb 18 at 11 
oft Rec, Union Marine bldgs, 11, Dale st, Liverpool 
TRELOAR, NICHOLAS, Hafod, Swansea, Newsagent Feb 
19 at 11 Off Ree, Government bldgs, St. Mary's st, 
Swansea 
WALTON, ee ee. Confectioner Feb 18 at 1 
Off Rec, Figtree ln, shettield 
WEBB, ALBERT ERNEST, Brynmawr, Brecuns, Plumber, 
Feb 20 at 11.30 off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, 
Mon 
WEAHL, aan Fleet st Feb 20 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 
| WILLIAMS, RICHARD —, Nicholas ln Feb 19 at 12 
( Bankrupt «y bligs, Carey st 
WILLIaMs, THOMAS LLOYD, Liansamlet, Glam, Grocer 
Feb 18 at 11 Om Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary's st 
Swansea 
WILLOUGHBY, JOHN CHARLES, Northallerton, Saddler Feb 
19 at 12 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Alvert rd, Middles- 
brough 
WoovER, WILLIAM WALTER, Great Portland st, Licensed 
Victualler Feb2vOatll Bankruptcy plugs, Carey at 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
BENTLEY, JAMES EDWARD, Bolton, Hatter 
Feb 6 Ord Feb 6 
BOLTON, SIDNEY GEORGE, and SEPTIMUS FICKEN, 
Beds, Plumbers Luton Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 
BOYLE, ARTHUK EDWARD, Leytonstone, Hat Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Feb4 Ord Feb6 
BURGESS, ALFRED JAMES, Mattishall, 
Norwich Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 
| CLAYTON, JOHN, Buxton, Grocer Stockport 
Oid Keb 5 
| CRAVEN, JAMES, Warter, Yorks, Joiner York Pet Feb5 
| Ord Feb 5 
EDWARDS, GEORGE JONES, Mountain Ash, Glam, Jeweller, 
Aberdare Pe. Feb4 Ord Feb4 
ENGEL, LEON j|ALFRED MAYkR, Boundary rd, St John’s 
Wood High Couit Pet Dec 22 Ord Feb 7 
FARRAR, WILLIAM, Chester le Street, Durham, Dairyman 
Durnam Pet reb4 Ord Feb 6 
GLAZER, H»kacE MYER, Conduit st, Tailor High Court 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb6 
| GUTTRIDGE, NELSON WILLIAM, St Leonards on Sea, Draper 
| Hastings Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 
HAN, JOHN, Deptford, baker Gieenwich 
Ord Feb 6 
| HICKS, HARRY WILLIAM PALMER, Wine Office ct, Fleet 
st, Publisher High Court Pet Jan3 Ord Feb4 
HICKS, JULIAN ALEXANDER ROBER?, Ormiston rd, Shep- 
herd’s Bush, Scene Painter High Court Pet Feb 6 
urd Feb 6 
HObDGsuN, CHRISTOPHER, —— 
Nortaallerton vet Keb 5 Ord ¥ 


Bolton Pet 


Luton, 


Norfolk, Grocer 


Pet Feb 5 


Pet Jan 16 


Yorks, Joiner 


| HORSPALL, WILLIAM, — vllut, hess Grinder 


Chester Pet Jan 9 Ord F 

Isaa0s, ISAac, Rylewt rd, Sacpherd’s Bush High Court 
Pet Jan 8 Ord Feb 6 

JACKSON, EDWIN, White Horse In, Stepney, Builder High 
Court Pet Dec sd Urd Feb 7 

KIRBY, Pe#ROY EDWIN, Bletchley, Bucks, Mineral Water 
Manufactu:er Northampton Pet Jan 15 Ord Feb 7 

LAMPERT, HENRY ALBERT, Cheshunt, Herts, Baker Ed- 
monion Pet Febs Ord Feb 6 

METCALFE, JOHN, Scotforth, Lancs, Painter Preston 
Feb 6 Ord Fev 6 

MITCHELL, ANNIE OLIVIA, Bradford Pet Feb 

Pet 


Pet 


Bradford 
7 Uca Feb7 

O3BRNE, BENJAMIN, Aberdare, Haulier 
Fev4 Ord Feba 

PARKER, HEKBERT, Nelson, Lancs, Mason's Labourer Burn- 
ley Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 

Pork, HARRY, Veerhurst, Glos, Plumber Cheltenham 


Aberdare 


Pet 


Feb 7 urd Feb7 

PRESCOTT, JOSErH ANDREW, Lower Ince, ar Wigan, Grocer 
Wigau Pet Feb 7 Urd Feb 7 

ROBeRTS, JAMES, Deri, Glam, Eogine Driver Merthyr 
Tyatl Peco keb7 Ord Keb7 


SCARPA, NATALE, Ungarrd, West Brompton High Court 
Pet Dec24 urd Feba 

SORUTON, ERNEST WILLIAM, Nottingham, Dental Mechanic 
Nottingham Pet Feo 7 Ord Feb 7 

SISSON, MEYNELL, likeston, Derby, Hawker 
Feb 5 Ord Feb 5 

WOOLLEY WooLF CUHEN, Bournemouth 
¥y urd Febd 

WORLEY, JOSEPH WILLIAM, Broad a. pl, 
8b High Vourt Pet .x.ovl2 Ord F 


Derby P.t 
Poole Pet Jan 


Blorafield 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


ae ie 


MOoOORGATE! 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 

SPHECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. . 

Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporativn. 


P Fc sg Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent oa 
pplication. 


STREET, LOMbBDowm, 


2.90. 


POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURCLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD — &o., under 


a perfected Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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Amended Notice sub .tituted for that published in the 
Looduu Gazette of Jai su: 

SYDNEY MANN, Birmingham, Kaker Birming- 

Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan %& 


HoOuMas, 
ham 


London , Gazette—F RIDAY, Feb. 13, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bake, Ewen 8, John st, Adelphi, Architect 
P.t Novlj Ord Feb lw 

CALCRAFT, GIBSON, Vidham, 
Feb 10 Urd Feb lu 

CHAPSAN, SAMUKL, and Rose SWAISH, Samael st, Stepney, 
Clothing Mauufacwurers High Court Pet Janw Urd 
Feb? 

CHARD, HENRY JOHN, Old Chariton, Kent, 
Gree. wich Pet reb7 urd teb7 

CLIFTON, ELMuTT, Brighton Brighton 
Feb li 

CRAIG, FLORENCE, 
Ord Feb 10 

CRUTTWELL, CHARLES CANNING, 
Proprietor Canterbury Pet reb7 Ord Feu 7 

CUMBEKBEACH, GEORGE, Denwn, Lancs, Paper Merchant 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Feb¥ Urd Feby 

CuTtTs, MARKY, Nottingham Nottingham Pet Feb 5 
Feb 10 

DA SILVA, DARIO CABTALO, Cardiff, Consulate Clerk Car- 
diff retJan 12 Ord Feb 1) 

DAVIS, HENRY WILLIAM, Urafton st 
rd, Surgical Instrumeot Maker High Cour 
vy Ord Feby 

DownNiIne, THomas, Kenfig Hill, 
Pet Feb lu Ord Feb lu 

Durrett, JOuN, West Camel, 
Pet Feb¥ Urd Feb9 

EGERER, OrTO VINCENT, Dover, Musician 
Pet Feb 10 Urd Feb 10 

Eisen, WILLIAM, Hither Green, Kent, 
Greenwich Pet Dec i2 Urd Feb lv 

FRANCIS, LHOMAS, Maesteg, Contractor 
lu Ord Feb 10 

GREEN, THOMAS, Blackpool, Joiner 
Uru Feb? 

IZZARD, WILLIAM HENRY, Margate 
10 ~Urd Feb lv 

KEARNEY, Nokan, Buckingham Gate 
Jau i6 Und Feb Il 

KEMr, KAGUB, Burwash Weald, Sussex, Corn Dea er 
bridge Welis Pet Feb7 Uru Feb? 

KEMSLEY, STkPHEN, Borden, Kent, Fruiterer 
Pet Febo Ur. Fedo 

KING, WILLIAM LISAMER, 
Pet Feb® Ord Feb 

LANCASTER, JOHN, and FREDERICK LANCASTER, Darling- 
ton, Slaters Stockton on Tees Pet Febo OU.d Feb7 

LANCASTER, WILLIAM HENRY, Darlington, Agent Stock- 
ton on Tees Pet Feb 6 Ord beb7 

MARTIN, ARTHUR, Victoria st High Court Pet Oct 3 
Ord Feb 11 

O'HALLORAN, ARTHUR PATRICK, and RICHARD IRELAND 
O'HALLORAN, Withyham, Sussex, Farmers ‘Tunoridge 
Wella Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

PARSONS, Fn ANK ALEXANDER, West Norweod, Dairyman 
High Court Pet Feb ll Ord Feb 11 

PERKINS, WILLIAM KICHAKD, Hinckley, Leice-ter, Lron- 
monger Leicester Pet Feby Ord Feb 9 

PIEKCe, THOMAS ANTHONY, Devonshire st, 
Insurance Branch Manager High Court 
Ord Feb 10 

SHARPLES, 1 HOMAS, Accringtun, Builder 
Feb¥ Ord Feo ¥ 

SHAW, KOBERT WILLIAM, Waterloo, 
Vutiitter Liverpool Pet Feb9 U.d 

STSPUENS, JOMN, Maesteg, Glam, Vo.lier 
reb 10 Ora Feb lu 

Triee, EVAN, M rthyr 
Pet Feb ¥ Urd Feb 9 

WALKER, FRANK EKNEST, 
ad MARY DREW 
Boarding House Keepers 
Feb 10 

WARING, THOMAS WAINWRIGHT, 
Dealer Bradiord Pet Feb luv 

WHARiON, RICHARD, Wigan, iatior 
Ord Feb lu 

WILCoxX, WALTER JAMES, Martin's In, Cannon st, Adver- 
wing Agent High Vourt Pet Feb 11 Ord Fe» .1 


Amended \vtice substituted for that published in the 
London Gaztte of Feb 6: 


High Court 


Contractor Oldham 


Dairy Farmer 


Pet Feb 11 Ord 


East Ham High Court Pet Jan 15 


Deal, Kent, Laundry 


Ord 


Tottenham Court 
Pet Fes 
Cardiif 


Glam, Collier 


Somerset, Dealer Yevvil 


Canterbury 
Merchant’ Clerk 
Caruiff Pet Feb 


Blackpool Pet Feb 9 


Canterbury Pet Feb 


High Court Pet 


Tua- 
Rochester 


Leicester, Grocer Leicester 


Islington, 
Pet Feb lu 


Blackburn Pet 


Lanes, Children’s 
Feo 9 
Cardiff Pet 


Lydfil, Collier Merthyr Tydfil 
MARY MARGARET WALKER, 
NORTHWAY, St Leonaris on dea, 
Hastings Pet Feb WU Uru 


Bradford, Fried Fish 
Urd Feb 10 


Wigan Pet Feb 10 


IsL&, CHARLES, High Burnham, nr Haxey, Farmer Lin- 


coln Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 38v 
FIKST MEETINGS. 
BARR, EWEN 8, John st, Adel, hi, Architect Feb 
11.30 Bankru,tey bidgs, Carey st 
BENTLEY, JAMES FUWARD, Bolton, Hatter 
wt Kec, 19 Exchange st, Bolton 

BOLTON, SIDNEY GEORGE and SEPrIMUS FICKEN, Luton, 
Beds, Plumbers Fev 23 at 12 Uff Rec, Lhe Parade, 
Nor. hampton 

BROOKS, ANTHONY, Great Bentley, nr Colchester, Fa mer 
Fev 24 at 2.3 Uff Kec, 36, Princes: t, ipswich 

BURGESS, ALFRED JAMES, Mattishail, Nor.oik, Grocer 
Feb <1 at 12.80 Uf Kec, 8, King 8., Norwich 

CHAPMAN, SAMUBL, and KOSE SWAIsH, Samuel st, Step- 
ney, Clothing Manufacturers Feb 23 at 1 Bauk- 
ruptcy vidgs, Carey st 

CHARD, HENKY JOHN, Vid Chariton, Kent, Dairy Farmer 
reb wat 3 1382, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

CLARKE, FRED ARTHUR, Peterboruugh, Putato Merchant 
Feb Zl at 11.45 Law Courts, Peterborough 

CLAYTUN, JOHN, Buxton, Grocer Fev 24 at 4 Off Rec, 
Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon st, Stockport 

CRAIG, FLOKENCE, Kast Ham Feb 23 atil 

bidgs, Carey st 

CUMBERBEACH, UkoRGE, Denton, Lancs, Paper Merchant 

Feb Wat 8 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 


23 at 


Feb 21 at 11 


Bankruptcy 


Pet | 





Davis, HENRY WILLIAM, Grafton st, Tottenham Court rd, 
Surgical instrument Maker Feb 24at 12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs Carey st 

DEVONALD, THOMAS, Lampeter Velfrey, ww Car- 
penter Feb 23 at 12.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, 
\ arwarthen 

Durrett, JouN, West Camel, Somerset, Dealer Feb 24 
atl Off Kec, City chmtrs, Catherin: st, Salisbury 

Eisen, WILLIAM, Hither Green, Kent, Merchants Clerk 
Feb 25 at 11.30 is2, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

FAIRHEAD, WALTER, C -vholm, Great Yarmouta, Carter 
Feb 21 at 12 Onf Ree, a, King s:, Norwich 

FLINN, FREDERICK FitzRvy, Bangor, Licensed Victualler 
Feb 23 at 12.30 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

FRANCIS, THOMAS WILLIAM, Carmarthen, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Feb 24 at 11.3u Off Kec, 4, Queen st, Car- 
marthen 

GIDDINGS, SAMUEL JACKSON, Yaxley Fen, Hunts, Farmer 
Feb 21 at 12 Law Courts, Peterborough 


| Hopesos, CHRISTOPHER, Northallerton, Joiner Feb 23 at 


12 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Aibert rd, Middlesbrough 

HonsPALL, WILLIAM, Prest.tyn, Flint, Leather Grinder 
Feb 23 atlzZ Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

KEARNEY, NORAH, Buckingnam gate 25 at ll 
Bankruptcy blugs, Carey st 

KEMP, KaGUE, Burwash Weald, Sussex, Corn Dealer Feb 
vl atli.3u Off Kec, 12a, Mariborvugh pl, Brigaton 

KEMSLEY, STEPHEN, Borden, Kent, Fraiterer Feb 23 at 2 
115, High st, Kochester 

KING, WILLIAM LiIsaMER, Leicester,Grocer Feb 23 at 11 
Off Kec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Kirby, Percy Epwin, Bletchley, Bucks, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Feb 23 at 11.30 Off Ree, Tne Parade, 
Northampton 

MARTIN, ARTHUR, Victoria st 
bidgs, Carey st 

Nereus, FRANCIS HENRY DANIRL, Sea View,Iof W Feb 21 
at 1.30 Off Rec, 98, High st, Newport, lof W 

O'HALLORAN, ARTHUR PATRICK, and RICHARD IRELAND 
O'HALLORAN, Withyham, sussex, Farmers Feb 21 
atll Off Rec, 124, Mariborough pl, brighton 

PAR ONS, FRANK ‘ALEXANDER, West Norwood, Dairyman 
Feb v5 ati2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey s 

PEACOCK, WALTER PERCY, Manchester, Plumber 
at 3.30 Of Ree, Byrom st Manche ter 

PERKINS, WILLIAM RICHARD, Hinckley, Leicester, Iron- 
monger Feb 21 at 12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, 
Leicester 

PHILLIPS, SAMUEL, Gwauneaegurwen, Glam, Grocer’s 
Assistant Feb 21 atll Off Rec, Vovernwent bidgs, 
St Mary's st, Swans: a 

PIERCE, LHOMAS ANTHONY, 
Insurance Branch Manager Feb “5 at 11 
blugs, Carey at 

POWELL and SMITH, Carmarthen, Grocers Feb 24 at 3 
Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

ROBEKTS, JAMKs, Deri, Glam, hngive Driver Feb 24 at 12 
ut Rec, County Court, Town Hall,Merthyr Tydfil 

TRIGG, EVAN, Merthyr Tyufil, Collier Feb2sat12.15 Off 
Rec, County Court, To*+u Hall, Merthyr Tydfil 

TWEMLOW, GEORGE, Odd Rode, Chester, Farmer Feb 24 
at 12 Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, Macclestield 

WAkING, THOMAS WAINWRIGHT, Bradford, Fried Fish 
Dealer Feb 2: at 11 Off Kec, 12, Duke st, Br.dford 


ADJUDICATION3, 


AARONS, LAZARUS, Ladbroke grove, 
Court Pet Jan®9 Ord Feb lu 
BUTTERWORTH, HAROLD Lko, Kensington High st High 
Court Pet Nov 7 Ord Feb 11 

CALCRAFT, GIBSON, Uidbam, Contractor Oldham Pet Feb 
10 Ord Feb lv 

CHARD, HENKY JOHN, Old Chariton, Kent, Dairy Farmer 
Greenwich Pet Feb 7 7 Ord Feb 7 

CLIFTON, ELMUTT, Brighton Brighton 
Fev ‘u 

CoHEN, JAMES JACOB DE LARA, Friars pk, Acton 
Court Pet san9 Ord Feb 11 

CRUTTWELL, UHARLES CANNING, Deal, Kent, 
rroprietor Caute.bury Pet Feb7 Ord Beb 

CUMBEKBEACH, GEORGE, Vento, Lancs, Paper Merchant 
Ashtou under Lyne Pet Feo¥ Ord Feb 9 

Currs, MARY, Nottingham Nottingham Pet Feb5 
Feb lu 

Dealt, LOUIS ALEXANDER, Northumberland st, 
bone High vourt Pet Jan3 Ord Fev 10 

Doupson, Geoune@E, Walsall, Retail Jeweller Walsall 
Jan 2. Ord Feb9 

DownNine, THomas, Kenfig Hill, 
Pet Feblu Ord Feb 10 

DuPFETT, JveHN, West Camel, 
Pet Feb 9 Ord Feb 9 

Ee@exer, OTTO ViNceNT, Dover, Musician 
Pet Feb lu Ord Feb lu 

FRANCIS, THOMAS, Macstag, Glam, Contractor Cardiff Pet 
Feb 10 Od Febl» 

GREEN, THOMAS, Bla. kpool, Joiner Blackpool Pet Feb 
9 Ura Feb 9 

HUGENTOBLER, JOHN ERNEST, ——— st, 
High Cours Pet Jan27 Ord Feb 

KEMP, KAGUE, Burwash Weald, uaen, Corn Dealer 
Tunbridge Wells Pet Jan 27 "urd Feb 7 

KEMSLEY, STSPHEN, Borden, Kent, Fruiterer Rochester 
Pet Feb 9 Ord reb 9 

Kine, WILLIAM LISAMER, Leicester, Grocer Leicester 
Pet Feb vy Ord Feb 9 

Lewis, Percy PHILIP, Park pl, St James’ High Court 
Pet Jan 10 Ord Feb 10 

LOEWENSTEIN, ALBERT, St Dunstan's hill, 
High Gourt Pet Dec 30 Ord Feb 11 

MARTIN, JouN, Hastings, Baker Hast ngs 
Ord Feb 10 

Novus, FRANCIS HENRY DANIEL, SeaiView, Iof W New 
port and Kyde Pet Jar 15 (rd Feo 11 

O'HALLORAN, ARTHUR PaTRICK, and KICHARD IkELAND 
O'HALLORAN, Withyham, Sussex, Farmers Tunbridge 
Wells Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

PARSONS, FRANK ALEXANDER, West Norwood, Dairyman 
High Court Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 1 


Feb 


Feb 24 atl Bankruptcy 


Feb 23 


Devonshire st, Islington, 
Bankruptcy 


Merchant High 


Pet Feb 11 Ord 
High 


Laundry 
7 


Ord 
Maryle 
Pet 
Glam, Collier Cardiff 
Somerset, Dealer Yeovil 


Canterbury 


Merchant 


Etstcheap 
Pet Jan 8 





PERKINS, WILLIAM RICHARD, Hinckley, Leicester, Iron- 
monger Leicester Pet Feb9 Ord Febo 

PIERCE, THOMAS ANTHONY, Devonshire st, Islington, 
Insurance Branch Ma.ager High Court Pet Feb 10 
Ord Feb 10 

Pincus, STEVEN, Fordwych 1d, Hampetead High Court 
Pet Nov 27 Ord Feb 11 

SHARPLES, THOMAS, Accrington, Builder Blackburn Pet 
Feb9 Ord Feb% 

SHAW, ROBERT WILLIAM, Waterloo, ~~ Children's 
Outfitter Liverpool Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 

SHEPERD, FREDERICK, and HERBERT ome Enfield 

Feb9 


t Dealers Edmonton Pet Jan 8 Ord 
cusuane, JOHN, Maesteg, Glam, Collier Ca diff Pet 
Feblv Ord Feb 1 10 
TrRIeG, EVAN, Merthyr grea, Collier Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Feb 9 Ord Feb9 
WARING, THOMAS WAINWRIGHT, Bred ord, Fried Fish 
Dealer Bradford Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 
WHARTON, RICHARD, Wigan, Tailor Wigan Pet Feb 10 
Ord Feb 10 
WILCOX, WALTER JAMES, Martin's In, Cannon st, Adver- 
tising Agent High Court Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 


London Gazette of Jan 9: 


MILLS, JOSEPH JAMES, Cromwell rd, Kensington, Lodging 
House Keeper High Court Pet Nov2l Ord Jan 5 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


GREEN, ERNEST, ,|Chesterfield, Confectioner 
Adjud July 12 Annul Feb6 


London Gazette—TUESDAY, Feb. 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Chesterfleld 


BAYVIDGE, WILLIAM HEARCEY, North Shields, Estate 
Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Feb-12 Ord 


BURNS, cuss )PHER, WALKER, Grange over Sands, Lancs, 
Fish Dealer Barrow in Furness Pet Fed 13 Ord 
Feb 13 

CLAUGHTON, TOM MARSDEN, -Guiseley, 
Director Leeds Pet Febi3 Urd Feb 

CLAUGHTON, WILFRID, Guiseley, _ , ~n i Director 
Leeds Pet Feb 13. O:d Feb | 

CooPER, REGINALD LEWIS, ; A 
Pet "Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

EAMks, ROBERT HoMAN, Hounslow, Engineer High Court 
Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Easton, Drew & Co, Blandford mews, Baker st High 
Court Pet Jan23 Ord Feb 18 

FINE, MORRIS, North End rd, Fuiham, Wholesale Confec- 
tioner High Court Pet Jan 23 Ord Feb 13 

GRANVILLE, G, Vauxhall Bridge rd, Tyre Specialist High 
Court ‘Pet Nov14 Ord Feb 13 

Harrison, W C W, Worcester Park, Surrey Shr-wsbury 
vet Jan 30 Ord Feb 14 

HILL, Ivo VIVIAN OSCAR, ert, Sports Outfitter 
Canterbury Pet Feb1z2 Ord F 

HOWARTH, JOSEPH, —— J madty "renter 
Pet Feb 14 Pet Feb 1 

JOHNSTONE, G G Hops, = James’ st High Court Pet 
Dec 22 Ord Feb 13 

Joyor, H C, Charterhouse st,  raacaael Director 
Court PetJan7 Ord Febl 

KNIGHT, JOSEPH, a Liverpo> Engineer Liverpool 
Pet Jan7 Ord F 

LARGE, SEAGER onl Honeybourne, 
Farmer Worcester Pet Jan9 Ord Feb 14 

Lek, ELLIS FaiRCLOUGH, Bolton, Laundry Engineer 
"Bolton Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

LUMLEY, ARTHUR EDWARD, Warnford ct, Stockbroker 
High Court Pet Dec5 Ord Feb 11 

MACDONALD, JOHNS, oo failor 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 

MANNERS, JOHN onsen Cheltenham, Stock Broker 
Cheltenham Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 13 

McINTYRE, JOHN JOSEPH, Muswell Hill, Solicitor High 
Court Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

RICHARDS, BRINLEY, Neath, Draper 
Ord Feb 13 

RICHMOND, SARA CATHERINE ENNIS, Albion rd, Swiss 
Cottage High Court Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Rycrort, WALTER, Manchester Man-he.ter Pet Jan 22 
Ord Feb 13 

STEVENS, THOMAS JosEPH, Plymouth High Court Pet 
Dec 22 Ord Feb 12 

Swanson, WILLIAM THOMAS, King Edward aa South 
Hacsney High Court PetJany Ord Feb 

WESSON, PHILIP JOHN, Carey lane, Aes ent A Agent 
High Court Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

WILLIAMS, JOHN SALTER, Bishopsgate, Wholesale Con- 
fectioner High Court Pet Jan 21 Ord Feb 1z 

WILLIS, WALTER, Gateshead, Milliner Newcastle upon 
Tyne Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 

WiLTon, EpwakD THOMAS, Huyton, Lancs, Commercial 
‘Traveller Liverpool Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 


AW.—GREAT SAVING.—For prompt 
payment 26 per cent. will be taken off the following 


Y a Company 


Grocer Poole 


Burnley 


High 


Worcester 


Birmingham 


Neath Pet Feb 13 














